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Ar- BAP TISM is the outward 
and viſible Sign or Form of Baptifin 
adminiſtred by a Layman. And 
By a Layman I mean one that 
; Sa never was validly ordained to the 
- Office of the Miniſtry, It is not 
my Deſign to go about to prove the abſolute Ne- 
ceſſity of Fpiſcopal, and the utter Invalidity of 
Presbyterian Ordination; neither ſhall I preſume 
to determine whether a Perſon who has begt once 
validly ordained can atterwards have his Orders 
acted tor Misbehavicur, and by being legal- 
ly and juſtifiably excommunicated be abſolutely de- 
_ prived of his ſacerdotal Power: It is not my pur- 
_ poſe, I ſay, to ſpeak particularly to either of 
theſe Things; becauſe, however they may have 
been made uſe of by deſigning Men to puzzle 
the Cauſe we have undertaken to maintain, they 
are neither of them pertinent to the Caſe in hand, 
but are both of them Subjects of a quite different 
nature. And this is very plain; becauſe it is 
eertain, that Lay-Baptiſm may be either valid or 


invalid let thoſe other Queſtions be determined 


how they will; for by the Reſolution of thoſe 
Queſtions it is by no means reſolved, whether 
_ Baptiſm adminiſter'd by Laymen is or is not 12 


o 4 / 


ln NO ROD (TXT 
lid (which is the Subject of our preſent Enquiry) = 
but only whether ſome particular Perſons are, cr 
are not Laymen (which is a Subject of another En- 
quiry ;) I ſhall only therefore obſerve, that who- 
ever does allow of the Neceſſity of Epiſcopal, and 
_ conſequently of the Inwalidity of Presbyterian Or-. 
dination, (as all the Orthodox Members of the 
Church of England do) muſt ſuppoſe, and grant, 
that moſt, if not all, of our diſſenting Teachers 
are mere Laymen; becauſe it is certain, that 
moſt, if not all of them, have received either _ 
none at all, or no other than Presbyterian Ordi- 
| nation. And further, that whoever aflerts, that 
| a legal and juſtifiable Excommunication does de- 
1 prive a Man of his Orders, muſt likewife deter 
. maimine, that all our diſſenting Teachers (even ſuppo-;k 
| ſing that their Or7dinations are valid) are now 
1 actually deprived of their Orders; inaſmuch as 
| they have every one of them been long fince juſt — 


R 
7 


Ivy declared excommunicated by the lawful Autho- f 

” | ie of the n,, , „ 4 
ö Hqwever, let theſe things be as they will, it 4 
does not in the leaſt affect the Merits of the Cauſe 2 

I now maintain: For I do not determine nor de- I 


ſign to ſhow, what particular Kind of Ordinati- 
on that is, which advances a Layman into a 
Clergyman, or whether the Authority of the 
Church extends ſo far, as in any Caſe, or by any 
Act to reduce a Clergyman to the State of a Lay- 
man. What I aſlert, and undertake to prove, is 
only this; That a Perſon who never was truly or- 
dai ved, and is therefore on all hands acknowledged 
to be a Layman, cannot adminiſter a valid Baptiſm, 
and if it appears in Fact that our diſſenting TIea- 
chers have never been truly ordained, (as the Church 
of England ſuppoſes, and unconteſtable Records 
of Antiquity demonſtrate) then indeed I do con- 
a i i a i oo 3 ſequentially 
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INTRODUCTION m 
ſequentially maintain, and have undertaken to 
prove, that our diſſenting Teachers, as being mere 
Laymen, have neither Authority nor Power to 
confer valid Baptiſm. ED, ts 


That Baptiſm is valid, which being admi- 


niſtred to a Perſon duly qualified to receive it, 


does moſt certainly anſwer the End for which 


Baptiſm was inſtituted ; T mean does actually con- 


vey to him a legal Right and Title to ſeveral ſuper- 
natural Benefits and Priviledges, which he would 


be otherwiſe deſtitute of, or at leaſt, could lay 
no jut Claim to. and conſequently, that Baptiſm is 
invalid which does not convey to the Party baptized 
(however otherwiſe well qualified) any new Right 
or Title to any ſuper- natural Benefits or Advan- 
tages which he had not before, 2. e. in other Words, 
by Vertue of which he is neither poſſeſſed of them, 

; = can lay any juſt Claim to them; and there- 
When I aſſert that Lay Baptiſm is invalid, my 
meaning 1s, That a Per ſon baptized by one who 
has confeſſedly never been ordained to miniſter in 
holy Things, is not put into Poſſeſſion of, or at 
leaſt is not thereby entituled to the ſame ſuper- 
natural Priviledges and Advantages as he would 


have been entituled to, and infallibly put in the 
Poſſeſſion of, in caſe he had been baptized by 


one lawfully and truly ordained to perform this 
Office. This is the Poſition which the Aſſertors 


of the Invalidity of Lay Baptiſm maintain, and the 


Truth whereof I have undertaken to eſtabliſh. 


This is a Queſtion concerning a Matter of the 


greateſt Importance, and which demands the 
moſt impartial Enquiry. For if that Side which 
I have undertaken to maintain is true, then it ne- 
ceſſarily follows that ſeveral Thouſands of Perſons 

in this Nation are no more actually incorporated 


LE © into 


iv INTRODUCTION. 


into the Chriſtian Church, nor have any other legal 
Right or Title to ſhare in the Promiſes of the 


Goſpel Covenant, than thoſe who. have never 


been, and yet think themſelves to have been 
baptized ; and though I dare not deny, but rather 
charitably believe, that ſuch will be accepted by 
a merciful God, as well as if they had been actu- 


ally baptized : Yet, as their No Baptiſm is mani- 


feſtly of no Account in the Caſe; fo the ſame is 
to be ſaid of the others pretended Baptiſm, and 
thit the Acceptance of them both is grounded , 
not upon any federal Right, but merely upon 
their hearty Belief of the Articles, and their 
conſcientious Practice of all the other Precepts of 
the Chriſtian Religion. But for all this, as they 
that have never been baptized at all, ought when- 
ever they are made ſenſible of this defect, to pro- 
cure themſelves to be baptized as ſoon as poſſibly 
they can; ſo likewiſe it is no leſs incumbent upon 
thoſe, who have been hitherto baptized by lach 5 
as had not, to ſeck for another Baptiſin from ſuch | 
as only have, Authority to give it. and let the In. 
couveniencies be never ſo great, or the Perſons con- 
_ cerned never ſo many, the Reiteration of Baptiſin, 


in ſuch Caſes, muſt be looked upon ag equally 


neceſlary as Eaptiſm it ſelf. it being in Truth no 


other than that one true Chriſtian Baptiſm, which 


was pretended to be, but never was really, admi- 
miſtred dete. kk . 1 5 
If, on the other hand, the Doctrine I have un- 
dertaken to maintain is falſe, then the Neceſſity 
of receiving Ordination from one particular Set 
of Men is manifeſtly at an End, and to talk of the 


divine Inſlitation of the Goſpel Miniſtry, 1s all 


Farce and Grimace ; for if every Perſon indiffe- 
_ rently is of himſelf ſufficiently authorized to ad - 


miniſtred the Sacrament of Baptiſm, then thee 
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INTRODUCTION. 7. 


will be no manner of Reaſon to queſtion his Au- 


thority in performing any, or every other, Branch 


of the minsſterial Function. He may Preach, con- 
ſecrate the Euchariſt, Ordain, Confirm, Abſolve, 


 Excommunicate, and do whatever elſe is, or has 


been, thought to be appropriated to the Orders of 


the Clergy. and it would be a great and manifeſt 


Inconſiſtency to allow him an independant Power 


of performing the one, and at the ſame tune to 


deny him the like Power of performing the others. 
and it fo; then it plainly follows, that Chriſt 


3 6 
% 
7 
5 
8 ” 
5 a 


has not really, as has been commonly thought, 
appointed any particular Miniſters in his Church; 
but that every Body, or no Body, may take upon 
them to act as his Repreſentatives, juſt as they 
pleaſe themſelves, Ek 5 


his, Laff rm, is the natural and genuine Con- 
ſequence of the Falſehood of the Doctrine I con- 


tend for. and there is no other way of getting 


clear ot it; but either by proving, that one di- 
vine poſitive Inſtitution does not in its nature 
_ equally require a divine Authority for its valid 
Adminiſtration as another. or elſe, that thou 


theſe other Miniſtrations are, yet the Office of 


Baptizang is not confined to a particular Order 
of Men. Neither of which 1s, | think, poſſible 


do be proved. Not the firlt ; becauſe the Effect 


of every divine poſitive Inſtitution is ſpiritual, 
and the Production of one ſpiritual Effect re- 


quires as much a ſpiritual Power as that of ano- 
ther. Not the ſecond, becauſe the ſame Me- 
thod of arguing, which is commonly, and the 


moſt forcibly made uſe of to prove, that the other 


Miniſtrations are peculiar to the ſacerdotal Office, 


is of equal Strength and Cogency to prove the ſame 
ol that particular Miniſtration, which is the Sub- 


ject of our preſent Debate. Did our Saviour ſo- 


lemnly 


vi TNTRODUCTLIOMW. 
lemnly ordain his Apoſtles for the Performance of 
| thoſe? The ſame 1s to be ſaid cf this. Did he 
i _ Inveſt them with an Authority of erdaining others 
i : for the diſcharge of thoſe? The ſame is to be 
3 laid of this. Would they conſequently without an 
lt Ordination from him, and others without an Or- 
Al dination from them, have had no Power of exer- 
18 ciling thoſe ? The ſame 1s to be ſaid of this. Did 
"; they in Purſuance of their Commiſſion from the 
1 very Beginning, and have their Succeſlors ever 
it: lIince, actually ſeparated ſome particular Perſons 
por the Execution of the other Branches of the 
if miniſterial Function? the ſame is to be ſaid of 
lt this. Are theſe Ordinations, which began with — 2 
- Chriſtianity, and have been uninterruptedly D 4 
ou}. continued to our times, an Argument, that no 


unordained Perſons have any Power to meddle 
with thoſe? the Argument is equally clear and 
concluſive in Favour of this. And it is im poſſi- 
ble for any Man to ſhew that a particular De- 
ſignat ion of Miniſters is not as neceſſary for this, 
as for the other Sacrament, or that the Admint- 
; ſtrat ion of the Sacraments does not require a ſpe- 
i cial Commiſhon as well as the diſcharge of any 
1 other miniſterial Office. If therefore any Perſon 
Le unordained may lawiully Zaptize, he may like- 
wiſe lawtully execute every other f{acerdotal 
Function, and the Difference which has hitherto 
been ſuppoſed between the Clergy and the Laity 
muſt be allowed to be only a nominal and no real 
Difference. But now if this indeed be the Caſe; 
if all Perſons indifferently are Prieſts by the di- 
vine Law; and no one whatſoever is reſtrained 
thereby from exerciſing any, or all, as they _ 
_ plcaſe, of the ſpiritual Powers. Then what be- 
comes of the divine Inſtitution of the preſent Mi- 
niſtry; of the, boaſted Diſtinction between Bi: 
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| ſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons ; of Church Authority, 
and eccleſiaſtical Diſcipline ? If it is in every 
one's Power by the divine Law to do thoſe 


Things, then any one may lawfully do them un- 


leſs reſtrained by the Civil Magiſtrate. And the 


Civil Magiſtrate may either do them himſelf, 


or Commiſſion whom he pleaſes for the Purpoſe. 
and to pretend to oppoſe him, or his Commiſſi · 


oners in any of theſe Miniſtrations | as the Fewi/b 


Prieſts of old did King Uzz2ah, | would be an En- 
fringement of the Royal Prerogative, and an Act 
of Rebellion againſt the State, 
It is true, indeed, that the moſt ſober Advo- 
cates for the Validity of Lay-Baptifm heartily 
_ difownand abhor theſe vile Principles, and think 
ol nothing leſs than proceeding to this Height of 


Eraſtianiſm, viz. That the Church depends upon 


the State, and that no Orders are requiſite for 
miniſtring in holy Things, but what are received 
front the Civil Magiſtrate. They freely grant, 
that even the Prince himſelf, as ſuch, cannot 

lawfully meddle in any of theſe Matters; and 
that the Exerciſe of them, either by him, or any _ 
bone appointed by him, would be a ſacrilegious 
U ſurpation of anothers Office. But yet for all this, 
they contend, that if any Body, let him be who 


he will, dares take upon him to miniſter in the 


Office of Baptizing, the Action is valid, notwith- 
ſtanding it is unlamful; and that tho' God will 
moſt certainly puniſh the Miniſter, yet he is obli- 
ged to accept and confirm the Minzflration. 
I This-groundleſs Suppoſition is what I have 
endeavoured to expoſe in the enſuing Treatiſe, 


' and therefore ſhall here only obſerve, that they 


who have no Power from the divine Law to ad- 
| miniſter this Sacrament, have no Power at all, 
They have no natural Power; becauſe the chief 


and 


* 


vii LN RODUCTION, 
and infinitely beſt part of the Sacrament is ſpi- 
ritual. they have no ſpiritual Power, becauſe 
(as it is ſuppoſed) they have no Authority from 
the divine Inſtitution : But if they have no 
| Power either Natural or Spiritual, it plainly fol- 
lows, that they have no Power at all; and if 
they have no Power, they can do Nothing, for No- 
thing can be effected with no Power. 
| Whoever therefore contends for the Validity of 
 Lay-Baptiſom, muſt affirm, that they who have not 


beenordained to the Office of Baptizing, are never- 
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theleſs inveſted with a divine Authority to Baptize. 
And he that affirms this, muſt (as I have proved) 
if he would be conſiſtent with himſelf moxeover 
allow, that they who have not been ordained to 


cConſecrate the Euchariſt, to Excommunicate, to lay 


4 2 m_ 
* a 


on Hands, or to perform any other Branch of the 
ſpiritual Function, are nevertheleſs inveſted with 
a divine Authority to perform them. The direct 
Conſequence of which Aſſertion is; that there is no 
Neceſſity for any Ordi nation at all. that Chriſt bath 
_ appointed no regular Miniſtry in his Church, That 
the Civil Power is the ſole Fountain of all eccleſiaſti- 
cal Power : And that the Miniſters of Chriſt have no 
Homey that is internal or ſpiritual, ſtrictly ſo called. 
It muſt therefore be acknowledged, either that 
Lay- Baptiſm is invalid; or that Lay-Miniſtrations 
in all 1 Offices are lawful. either of theſe Suppo- 
ſitions are attended with the moſt important Con- 
ſequences. upon the former, it follows, that a 
great Part of the Chriſtian World at this Day is not 
in reality within the Pale of the Chriſtian Church. 
upon the latter, that the Goſpel Miniſtry is not 
ol divine Inſtitution. And if the one is thought to 
be uncharitable by ſome, I hope the other will be 
acknowledged to be profane by all—. 8 
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SCRIPTURE, 


The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſin proved from 


FAT is agreed on all hands, that the 
WAA || Chr:/tzan Church is a viſible Soci- 
Z ety, of which Chriſt himſelf is the 
Founder and Head. that the Mem- 
bers of this Society are inveſted 
with ſeveral peculiar Priviledges 
and Advantages, which other 


Men are not poſſeſſed of, at leaſt have no Title to; 
that no one can ordinarily become a Member of 
this Society, but by thoſe Means which the Foun- 
der himſelt 


| has appointed to make him ſo: that 
the Means which Chriſt has appointed to make 


a Man Member of his Society, is a waſhing with 
Water in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 


and of the Holy Ghoſt, that whoever therefore 


has not been at all waſhed with Water in the 


Name of the Trinity (altho' he verily believes 


himſelf that he has been fo) is not really a Mem- 
ber of the Chriſtian Society, is not legally uni: 


ted 


io The Invalidity of Lay-Baptifm. 
ted to Chriſt the Head thereof, has no federal 
Claim or Demand to the peculiar Priviledges and 
Advantages belonging to a Member of this So- 
diety, whatever he may profeſs himſelf to be, 
or whatever extraordinary Favours, Chnſt may, 
5 bag other Accounts, be pleaſed to confer upon 
Thus far, I think, it is univerſally agreed a- 
mong all ſober and rational Men. the only mat- 
ter in Difference is; whether this Initiatory Rite, 
which Chriſt himſelf has appointed as the only or- 
dinary means of making Men Members of, and 


| Incorporating them into his Society, will anſwer 
1 this purpoſe, and muſt have the ſame Effect by 
It. = whomſoevex it is performed. whether a Perſon 
iſt baptized with Water in the Name of the Trini- 
ft ty, by a Layman, is as really admitted into the 
=: Church of Chriſt, and has as legal a Right and 
|  Litletoall the Priviledges and Emoluments pecu- 


larly granted, and belonging to the Members of 

that Society, as he would indiſputably have had, 
an Caſe he had been baptized in the ſame man- 
ner by a Clergyman. that is to ſay, in one 


Word, whether Chriſt is as nuch obliged to ratify 
1.86 ſuch a Baptiſm in Heaven, as he would be, if 
jj}  1t had been adminiſtred by one, who is pur- 
| 6 Pioſely ſet apart, and truly ordained to perform this 
118 e Ed 8 
11908 Nov that Chrift may and will grant the fame 
1 Favours and Pri viledges to one baptized by a Lay- 
1 muna as he has promiſed, and, by Vertue of that 


n Promiſe, is bound to grant to another baptized by 
$12 an ordained Miniſter, in caſe after the moſt con- 
ſcientious Enquiry he heartily believes, that the 

 Baptiſmhe has received is a good Baptiſm, and acts 

agreeably to the Obligations he then bound . 7 


The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 11 
ſelf to, is, I ſaid, what I durſt not deny, but ra- 
ther charitably hope and ſuppoſe. but that one 
fo baptized, is invalidly baptized, i. e. is not a 
legal Member of the Church, nor admitted into 
the Chriſtian Society by that way, which Chrift 

himſelf has appointed, and- bo ge je that, 
whenever he is made ſenſible of this Defect, he 
_. ovght forthwith to ſeek for another Baptiſm from 
the hands of an indiſputably lawful Minifter, as 
he expects or hopes for the Benefits and Priviledges 

ol a valid Baptiſin, is what is inſiſted upon and 
undertook to be proved. Now in order to clear 
the way for the Argument I deſign to make uſe 
of for this purpoſe, I ſhall premiſe two or three 


Propoſitions, which I think undeniable. =_ 


. 4 


I. If Chrift had never given any Commiſſion at 


all for Baptizing, then no Baptiſm performed by 

29 Bod ld hos been valid. 84 ba J 

with Water in the Name of the Trinity cannot, 
by any natural Vertue or Efficacy of its own, 
make Men Members of the Chriſtian Society, or 
inveſt them in the Priviledges and Emoluments 
peculiarly belonging to it: But all the Vertue 
and Efficacy it has to this Purpoſe does depend 


1 upon, and muſt be wholly derived from the poſi- 


tive Inſtitution of Chriſt himſelf, the Head 
and Founder of that Society, who has appointed 
and given Commiſſion for this Ceremony, to be 
uſed, as the only ordinary way of Admiſſion 


1 


2. He who is not inveſted with a Commiſſion from 
* Chriſt to baptize, acts in this Reſpel as if Chriſt. 


bad given no Commiſſion at all for Baptizing. this 


is plain. For whether there really is ſuch a Com- 


= miſſionextant or no, as long as be is not inveſted 


with it, the Act of Ab as exerciſed by bim, 
3 . 2 . 


re waſhing 


12 The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
is uncommiſſoned, becauſe he has no Commiſſion 
to exerciſe it. but if his Act is uncommiſſioned, 
then, as to the Validity thereof, it is the very 
ſame thing as if there were no Commiſſion at 
f ² «Ü; ti ee 
3. The legal Effect of any Baptiſm depends upon 
the Authority or Commiſſion which its Adminiſtrator 
Has from Chriſt to baptize, This evidently follows 
from what hath been already laid down, and 
is ſo very plain in it {elf as to need neither Proof 
nor Illuſtration. It's impoſſible that the giving 
of any external Symbols ſhould oblige Chriſt to con- 
fer the ſpiritual Grace they were deſigned to re- 
Preſent, unleſs the Perſon giving them act in his 
Name; but the Perſon giving them cannot act in 
ais Name, fo as to bring him under any Obliga- 
_: tion, in Caſe he has never been appointed by him; 
it | ſo that ſuch a Gift as this is can have no Effect 
nin Law. it neither puts a Man in Foſſeſion of, nor 
_ conveys ſo much as a Right to the thing deſigned 
1 by it. nay, Chriſt is not only not obliged to ratify 
it | What is done in his Name, without Authority and 
{it Commiſſion derived from him, to the Perſon doing 
— 64 it. but he 18 obliged to nullify it, in caſe it were 
1 not a Nullity in itſelf. he is obliged, I ſay, by the 
T3 fundamental Principles of Government to do this, 
* i| | _- as well to Diſcountenance Cheats and Uſurpers, 
_ as to honour and encourage his own Commiſh- 
W272 . | %% fog 
As theſe Propoſitions are ſuch as no one can in 
| Reaſon deny, I ſhall now preſume to take it for 
„ granted; that whoever Baptizes without (ommiſ- 
Ti! ; fron or Authority from Chriſt to baptize, admini®» 
1 ſters an invalid Baptiſm, and ſtrictly ſpeaking, 
as to the legal, covenanted Effects of Chriſtian 
Baptiſm, no Baptiſm at all. 5 1 
1 e . The 
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The Queſtion therefore, is, Whether every 
' Perſon whatſoever (as ſome hold) or whether every 
one profeſſing the Chriſtian Faith (as others reſtrain 


it) 1s aqually authorized and commiſioned by 


Chriſt, to admit others into his Church or the 


Chriſtian Society, by the Rite and Ceremony of 


' Baptiſm. for it is and muſt be univerſally granted 


that whoever is not ſome way or other authorized 
and commiſioned by Chriſt himſelf for this pur- 


pole, either expreſsly or implicitlj, does not real- 
1 adminiſter the Sacrament of Baptiſm, but on- 
ly the outward Sign or Form thereof, 


Now that all Perſons whatſoever, or that eve- 


4 


ry private Chriſtian is expreſsly authorized and 
_ commiſſioned by Chriſt to baptize, is what was 
never (as I know of) aſſerted by the warmeſt 
Advocates for Lay-Baptiſm ; and that they are 
not implicitly authorized and commiſſioned by 


him for this purpoſe, will, I ſuppoſe, be readily 
granted, in caſe it can be made appear that he 
hath implzcitly forbidden them to meddle therein; 


it being an Expreſs Contradiction to affirm, that 
a Man ſhould have Authority from any Perſon 
to do a thing in his Name, which by the ſame 
Perſon be is forbidden to da... 
Here therefore I have nothing more to do 
than to produce a ſpecial Commiſion from Chriſt 
himſelf, commanding and authorizing ſome cer- 


tain Perſons only to perform this Ceremony of 


Initiation; it being an eſtabliſhed and well- 
known Rule; that a Commiſſion granted for any 
particular purpoſe is in its nature excluſive of, 
and muſt ever be underſtood to infer a Prohibition: 

pon all others, but thoſe who are either expreſsly 

mentioned or were manifeſtly deſigned to be com- 


prehended in it. for the Powers they are thereby 
e es DT pr | inveſted 
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14 The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
inveſted with are either ſuch as no Body, or ſuch as 


every Body could lawfully exerciſe before. If the 
Powers which the Commiſſion inveſts them with, 


are ſuch as no Bodycould lawfully exerciſe before, 
then it's plain that none but they can lawfully 
It the Powers are ſuch 
as were in common before, and might be lawful- 

ly exerciſed by any Body, then the very Grant of 
the Commiſſion to ſome particular Perſons only 
makes them ceaſe to be in common, and reſtrains 


* 


exerciſe them afterwards. 


all others from exerciſing them for the future. 


There is no Occaſion for any expreſs Law to de- 
_ clare the Prohibition; the very Nature of the 


Thing infers it. . 
Wherefore in order to evince the Invalidity of 


Lay Baptiſm, as it is neceſſary, fo it will be a- 

ener, {ufficient to prove, that our Lord did 
ommiſion to Baptize to the Apoſtles and 

their Subſtitutes and Delegates only, i. e. to the 
Apoſtles in Perſon, and in them to all ſuch and 
ſuch only, as they ſhould ſucceſſively ordain and 
depute to this Office to the end of the World. 
for that Laymen are neither Apoſtles themſelves, 
nor are Oy Senſe ordained by the Apoſtles, 

will 1 ſuppoſe 

the very Ground of this Diſpute proceeds upon 


be readily granted, and indeed 


that Suppoſition. 


The very Words of the Commiſſion I refer „ 
are recorded by St. Matthew at the End of his 


Goſpel, who aſſures us, that they were delivered 


by our Saviour himſelf, and directed to ſome cer- 
tain Perſons, who were then preſent with him 
Juſt before his Aſcenſion. They run thus; All 
Power is given unto me in Heaven and in Earth ; 
= Go ye therefore and teach all Nations, Baptizing 
them in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 


and 
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and of the Holy Ghoſt, teaching them to obſerve all 
Things whatſoever I have commanded you : And lo, 

: T am with you always even to the End of the World. 
If it is any Queſtion, who the Ie were, to whom 
our Saviour immediately applied himſelf, and 
who were both commanded and authorized by this 
Commiſſion to diſcharge the Offices therein men- 


tioned of preaching the Goſpel, and entering Men 


into the Chriſtian Church, by the Rite of Baptiſm, 
the Context will abundantly ſatisfy us, that they 

were only our Lord's Apoſtles. for thus ftands 
the Relation of this Occurrence, as given us by 
the Evangeliſt : Then the eleven Diſciples went 


away into Galilee, into a Mountain, where Feſus 


had appointed them, and when they ſaw him, they 
worſmpped him, but ſome doubted. and Feſus came 


and fpake unto them, ſaying, all Power, &c. no 


one that reads this Paſſage can poſſibly doubt 
who they were that our Lord ſpake theſe Words 
to, when the Ea ſo expreſsly declares 
e eleven Diſciples whom, 
oO TEE Fo 1 
Well then; if the Commiſion to Preach and 
Z Baptize was given to the Apoſtles only, then 
the Apoſtles only were empowered and autho- 
riſed thereby to diſcharge theſe Offices. and no 
other of our Lord's Diſciples had at that time 
any Authority, by Vertue of this Commiſſion, 
to exerciſe either of theſe Powers. all the reſt 
were purpoſely excluded and left out of it, and 
were therefore ſo far from being authoriſed and 
empowered that they were indeed interpretative- 
Ty forbidden, and reſtrained thereby. 
Perhaps it may be ſaid, the Words of 
St. Matthew are ſo very plain and expreſs, 


that 
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16 The Inodlidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
it muſt. needs be granted, that this Commiſion = 
was given not to all, but to the eleven Diſ⸗ 


ciples only, and that the Nature of a Commiſſion 


to any particular Perſons, is ſuch, as to ex- 
clude and reſtrain all others, that are not com- 
prehended in it; but that then the Argument 


that I build upon all this, does in reality prove 
much more than I deſign, or deſire it ſhould 
prove, viz. That »o Perſon whatſoever is at 


this Day actually authorized and empowered 


to Baptize; inaſmuch as no Perſon can have 


any Authority from a Commiſton ; wherein he is 


not included, and this Commiſhon was directed 
only to the eleven Diſciples, every one of 
5 omg have been dead many hundred Years 

3 eee eee 


But the Anſwer to this is very eaſy and ob- 


vious. it plainly appears from the Words which 
cloſe this Commiſhon, that the Powers of Preach- _ 
ang and Baptizing, which were hereby given 
to the Apoſtles, were to continue, and that 


our Saviour does expreſsly promiſe to concur 
with them in the exerciſe thereof, even to the 


end of the World. and therefore, though we do 


contend, and it is at preſent granted, that 


this Commiſſion was given perſonally to the 


Apoſtles only, and conſequently that none but 4 
the Apoſtles were im mediatel) authoriſed to exe- 


cute the Contents of it; yet, we muſt neceſ- 


ſarily ſuppoſe, that they are hereby inveſted, 


not only with an Authority of Preaching and 
Baptizing themſelves, but likewiſe with an Au- 
thority ot Communicating theſe Powers to others, 
and that ſuch as ſucceeded them in their Oſtce, 


which were the Biſhops of the Church, did 
likewiſe ſucceed them in their Authority of 
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72 The Invalidity of Lay- Baptiſm. 17 
Deputing and Ordai ning proper Perſons to execute 


the Contents of this Commiſſion. For when 
our Saviour commands them to Preach and 


Baptize to the End of the World, and pro- 


miles that he will be with them in their Preach- 


” ing and Baptizing as long as the World ſhall 


When © 


os” 


laſt, this Command and Promiſe evidently 
ſuppoſe that they would, and do implicitely en- 
page that they ſhall, ſubſiſt even to that time; 


t how they do now, or can hereaſter ſubſiſt 
any other way than in their Delegates or Sub. 


fitutes is impoſſible to be conceived : But in 
that Senſe indeed they undoubtedly do ſubſiſt, 
and ſhall ever continue to ſubſift, by a fuc- 


ceſive and uninterrupted Ordination even to the 


the Apoſtles had an actual Authority of de- 
legat ing the Powers of Preaching and Baptizing 
to others, is a Point I need not labour much in 


the Proof of; in as much as it is certain that our 


Saviour does elſewhere expreſsly inveſt them 


with an Authority of Delegating not only theſe, 
but all the other Branches of the miniſterial 
Function. The Place I mean is Fobn xx. 21. 
Where our Saviour tells his Apoſtles, that as 


his Father had ſent him, even ſo ſent he them, 


that the Authority which he had of Deputing 


and Delegating them to the Work of the Mi- 


niſtry in his Room, he inveſted them likewiſe 


with; that they ſhould delegate and depute 


others in their Room, who, being likewiſe in- 


veſted by them with the ſame Power, might, 


perpetuate the divine Miſſion by a continued 


Snccelnaen,. 8 

And from hence it followeth again; that a 

pretended Power to Baptize which is not Fl uc- 
N F cee ſtvelß 


18 The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
ceſtvely derived from the Apoſtles is no Power 
at all. for I think it will be granted that the 


Apaſiles themſelves would have had no Autho- 
. rity to baptize, if they had not been ſent by 
Chriſt to do ſo. and therefore ſeeing that they were 
 outhorijed and commanded to ſend others. even 
| as they themſelves had been ſent by Chriſt, 
it's manifeſtly certain, that no Perſon has at 
this Day any Authority to Baptize, unleſs he 
has been ſent to baptize by one or other of 
the Apoſtles, EN Wy - 


From what has been hitherto ſaid I think 
it abundantly appears that our Saviour did 
give a Commiſſion to ſome particular Perſons to 


enter Diſciples into the Chriſtian Church by 
the Rite of Baptiſm, viz. to the Apoſtles in 
| Perſon, and to ſuch as ſhould be Jucceſevely | 
deputed by them to the End of the World; but 


Lay men, as I have ſaid, are neither Apoſtles 


themſelves nor Deputies of the Apoſtles, and 

therefore they are une mmiſianed and excluded 

from this Office, and conſequently they are 
 amplicately forbidden to meddle with it. which 

was the Point I undertook, and is all I need 
to prove. For if Lay-men are forbidden by 


Chriſt, then they have no Authority irom him 
to baptize. and if they have no Authority from 
him, then he is not oblzged to ratity what they 


do in his Name. and if he is not obliged to 


ratify what they do, then their A& 1s not 


ſufficient to make any valid Covenant; inaſ- 
much as the Validity of a Covenant {ſuppoſes 


a mutual Obligation on both Parties but it their 
Act of Baptizing makes no valid Covenant, 


then it conveys no legal Right to the Party 


baptized ; 
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baptized ; which is all we mean, or was 
ever underſtood to be meant by an invalid 


There are, I think, but two ways whereby 


the Adverſary can poſſibly hope to weaken 
the Force of the Argument here made uſe of. the 


one is, by ſuppoſing that ſeveral other of our 
Lord's Diſciples might be preſent at the giving 


of this Commiſſion as well as the Eleven, and 
that therefore it may not be true in Fact that 
it was directed to the Apoſtics only. The other 
is by proving that, how few ſoever were really 
preſent when this Commiſſion was firſt given, 
yet that it was a general Commiſſion and meant 
to be directed to all. and that therefore though _ 
it ſhould be granted that it was originally 
directed to the Apaſtles only, yet it can by 
no Means be concluded from thence, that no 
others can lawfully execute it, but who derive 


an Authority from them. 


I. Firſt then, if any one will be ſo perverſe 
as to contend, that notwithſtanding St. Matthew 
makes mention of the eleven Diſciples only, 

: yet leveral others of our Lord's Diſciples might 


e then preſent, nay, that for ought we know 


this might be that very time, when he made 
his Appearance to five hundred Brethren at 
once. I Anſwer, that ſuch an one would take 


an unwarrantable Liberty in the expounding 
of Scripture, and yet be no nearer gaining 
his Point than he was before; for as much as 
though his Suppoſition were true in Fact, yet 


it would not in the Jeaſt invalidate the Ar- 
gument 1 build upon this Paſſage of the Goſpel- 
Hiſtory : for (1it.) Suppoſing, as I ſaid, and 
taking it fos granted that our Lord ſpake the 
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20 "The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
Words which authorixe Preaching and Baptiſm, 


not to the Eleven Diſciples only, but alſo to 


all the five hundred Brethren to whom St. Paul 
aſſures us he appeared after his Reſurrection; 


all that can poſſibly follow from hence is, that 


this Commiſhon, which I have hitherto ſup- 
| poſed was given to the Apoſtles alone, was in 
Fact given at the ſame time to near five hundred 
| Perſons beſides. but the, Conſequence as to us 
will be really the {ame upon either Suppoſition. 
for if upon a Suppoſition that this Commrſton 
was given perſonally to the Apoſtles only, it 


follows (as I have ſhewed it does follow) that the 


Power of Baptizing was thereby originally 

| Jodged in the Apoſtles and muſt be ſucceſſively 
derived from them only ; upon a Suppo- 

ſition that this Commiſkon was given to the five 

hundred Brethren, it will follow that the Power 

ok Baptizing was originally lodged in them, 
and can be derived no otherwile than by a 
ſueceſſive Ordination from them. And I be- 
lieve our Lay-men may as eaſily prove that 

they are ordained and deputed by any one of 


the Apoſtles to perform this Office, as that 


they are ordained and deputed for this Pur- g 
| — by any one of the five hundred Brethren, 


2. Suppoſing that five hundred, or if you 


will, that ten Thouſand of our Lord's Diſciples 
were preſent at the time when he gave this 
Commiſion, yet that he directed it, and was 
underſtood to give it to his Eleven Apoſtles only, 
may be unconteſtably proved;  _ g 
For from what hath been already ſaid, it 
appears, and indeed it is granted by our warmeſt 
Adverſaries, that to whomſorver this Commiſli- 
a mans, das — — 
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on was originally directed, it did aut horiſe them 
to depute and delegate others to perform the Of- 


fices preſcribed in it. but now we are abundant- 


ly affured from the moſt ancient Ecclefiaſtical 
Records, that no one did ever preſume to an- 


thoriſe others to Preach and Baptize, but the A- 


poſtles and their Succeſſors the Biſhops of the 
Church. therefore this Commiſion, how many ſo- 
ever of Chriſt's Diſciples might be preſent at the 


ving of it, was certainly then underſtood to be 
ire&ed only to the Apoſtles. for if this Commiſion 


was really given to all the Diſciples then pre- 
ſent (if fo be there were indeed any then preſent 


beſides the Apoſtles) they muſt not only have 


looked upon themſelves to be authoriſed, but 
would have been actually bound in Duty to de- 
legate others to execute the Contents thereof; 
but we have not one ſingle Inſtance in the ear- 
ly times of Chriſtianity of Perſons being ordain- 
ed to any Part of the Miniſterial Function by 
any others than by the Apoſtles and their Succel- 
ſiors the 1 how many ſoever therefore may 


be ſuppoſed to be preſent at the giving this 
Communhon, it's certain that it was then under- 


ſtoodd to be given perſonally to the Apoſtles only. = 
aan if they that were preſent made this Conclu- 
ſion, then ſurely we muſt conclude likewiſe, that 
it was our Lord's Meaning and Intent that they 


ſhould do fo : it being abſurd to ſuppoſe that our 


Lord would in a Caſe of ſuch Conſequence ſuffer 
| himſelf to be miſunderſtood by thoſe, who were 
_ chiefly concerned to underſtand him right. But 
indeed this Propoſition, viz. that theſe Words of 
our Saviour were directed to the Apoſtles exclu- 
_ ſively, is ſo very plain and unconteſtable partly 


from the Paſſage it ſelf, and partly from the 
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ſubſequent Practice of the Church, that very few $ 
have ever preſumed to call it in Queſtion. nag 
even Mr. Bingham, one of the ableſt as well as 
the moſt zealous Advocates tor Lay-Baptiſin ſays, 
It is certain that the Commiſſion to Baptize 
was originally given by our Saviour to the 
eleven Apoſtles, that the Antients ſuppoſed 
no one could have Power of Baptizing but he 
that received ſome way or other a Commiſſion 
from them; that the original Power of admi- 
< niſtring Baptiſm was lodged ſolely and entire- 
ly in the Hands of Biſhops, and that when 
it was done by others, it was ſtill done by 
* his, (the Biſhops,) Authority, and reputed his 
Actꝰ *, This was what that Author was forced 
to confeſs at the very Entrance into his Work, 
although theſe Conceſſions are in Truth a ſuffici- 
ent Confutation of all that he afterwards wrote. 
What hath been here obſerved ſufficiently ob- 
viates the other Suggeſtion which I ſaid the Ad- 
verſary might make, viz. that this Commiſion 
to Baptize was a General Commiſſion, and au- 
thoriſed all others as well as thoſe to whom it 
was originally directed. if this indeed were the 
Caſe, then all others were either ſo mean as 
tamely to give up their Right, or ſo wicked as 
to refuſe to accept the Truſt wherewith their 
Lord had inveſted them; it being certain Mat- 
ter of Fact, that no one did ordinarily preſume 
to Baptize, without being ordained to that Office, 
and that the only Perſons that ever took upon 
them to Ordain to that Office were the Apoſtles 
and their Succeſſors. VVV 
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What further proves, that the Power of Bap- 
tixing was originally inveſted in the Apoſtles and 


(in them) in their Succeſſors only, and conſe- 


quently that no one has an Authority from Chriſt 


of Baptizing unleſs he is deputed, i. e. ordained 
by the Apoſtles or their Succeſſors, is an Obſer- 
vation, that the Power of Preaching is joined 

with that of Baptizing in this very Commiſſion. 


if therefore any Perſon without a Deputation from 
the Apoſtles or their Succeſſors (which we call 
Ordination) is hereby commiſhoned to Baptixe, 


then I deſire to know why he is not hereby like - 
wiſe commiſſioned to Preach 2 or what Reaſon can 
be aſſigned why one part of the Commyſſion 
| ſhould belong to him rather than the other? for 
that whoever is not ordained by a Succeſſor of one 
bor other of the Apoſtles, has no Authority to 
Preach (in the Scripture-Senſe of the Word) is 
univerſally granted by all Chriſtians as well 
thoſe of the Presbyterian, as thoſe of the Epiſco- 
pal Communion. in this, both Sides are agreed, 


the only Matter in difference between them is, 


whether Presbyters are not de facto as much the 


Succeſſors of the Apoſtles as thoſe that we call 


To this let me add in the laſt Place, that 


whoever ſuppoſes that this Commiſton to Baptize 
was a general Commiſhon, and did as univerſally 
_ oblige as any other Goſpel-Precept, muſt for the 
ſame Reaſon acknowledge, that not only the 


Powers of Baptizing and Preaching, but all the 


other Powers which the Miniſters of the Goſpel 
do now exerciſe, and have time out of mind ap- 
 propriated to their reſpective Orders, may (for 


any thing in the Divine Law to the con- 


trary) be as lawiully exerciſed by any others as 


themſelves. 
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themſelves, This I have obſerved and proved 
in another place. the Conſequence is plainly this; 
that the Appointment of any particular Set of 
Men to perform ſpiritual Offices in the Church ©? 
is a Matter of bare Decency and Order, of Civil 
Prudence, but not of Divine Inſtitution. But | 
flow I have all along ſuppoſed, and do ſtill take it 
for granted, that the Adverſaries I have to deal {| 
with do really and heartily believe the Divine 
Iiftitution of the Goſpel-Miniftry, for to thoſe | 
who do not it is a mere jeſt to talk of any of 
J IEEE 
Ihe Sum of what has been hitherto ſaid is in 
ſhort this; That the being waſhed with Water in 
the Name of the Trinity is the only ordinary Way 
whereby any one can enter into the Chriſtian 
Church, or be ſecured of a legal or federal Title 
to the Goſpel Promifes. But that the Applica- 
tion of any Matter whatſoever, accompanied 
with the Repetition of any certain Form of Words 
can never of its ſelf, or in its own Nature pro» | 
duce this Effect. that therefore whenever the 
_ outward Sign or Form of Chriſtian Baptiſm does 
in reality produce this Effect, it muſt be by - 
Virtue of the poſitive Inſtitution of Chriſt, who 
has enjoined it to be uſed, and promiſed to a ² 
cept it for this purpoſe. that Chriſt himſelf has 
ſet apart a certain Order of Men to perform this 
initiatory Ceremony; to whom (and to whom 
only) he has engaged his Word to concur with in 
the Execution of it. That by ſo expreſs a De- 
ſignation of fome particular Perſons to this Of- 
| ice, he has in effect excluded and actually re- 
ſtrained all others from meddling in it. and that 
therefore if any others ſhould take upon them to 
eee exexcile it, Chriſt has neither promiſed to ac- 
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cept nor is bound to ratify what they do; that 
the particular Perſons appointed and deſigned to 


this Office by Chriſt were his el-ven Apoſtles, and 


all ſuch as ſhould be ordained by them. and their 


 Succeſſors to the end of the World; that Laymen 
are confeſſedly neither Apoſtles, nor in any Senfe 
ordained by the Apoſtles; that therefore they are 
not the Perſons whom our Saviour authoriſed and 
commiſſioned to Adminiſter His Baptiſm, that 
they are conſequently forbidden to uſurp this 
Power, and that whatever they may pretend to 


do herein, they have neither Chriſt's Promiſe of 


his Concurrence with, nor can ever have any 


PPV 
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well grounded Aſſurance of his Ratification of. 
in a word, that they act not only without, but 
againſt the Authority of Chriſt, in that very thing 
| which his Authority alone can make Cartons 
| * that they are deſtitute of his Commiſton to ſeal 
any Covenant in his Name, and that therefore 
whatever they pretend to do in his Name of that 


Kind, he can neither be ſuppoſed to regard nor 


s bound to ratify. that as they have no ſuper1a+ 
_ tural Power in this Cale delegated to them, they 
muſt act wholly by Virtue of their own mat ural 
Power, and can therefore produce no other Ef- 
fect, than their own natural Power will enable 


them to produce. but that they can never by 


their own natural Power make a Member of 


Chrift, or by waſhing with Water convey a Title to 


| the Benefits of the Goſpel-Covenant ; that conſe- 


uently the Baptiſm which they Adminiſter is an 


TT will endeavour to Illuſtrate what I have 


ſaid by a familiar Inſtance, Put the Caſe, that 


the King ſhould Iſſue out a Commiſſion requi- 


valid Baptiſm, and as to any Right it gives to the I 
Party Baptized the ſame as if it had never been. 
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ring and authoriſing ſome certain Perſons, there- | 
in mentioned, and all others, who ſhould there- 
after be Lawiully deputed by them to make a 
Treaty of Pardon and Peace with his Rebel lious 
Subjects; and that to this purpoſe they ſhould 
obſerve ſuch a particular Ceremony, and at the 
| ſame time repeat a particular Form of Words. 
Here I would appeal to our Adverſaries whether 
it in this Caſe any mean Mechanick, common 
Porter, Buffoon, Mountebank or Stage-Player 
(or indeed any Perſon whatſoever not mention- 
ed or implied in the Commiſſion) ſhould pre- 
ſume to Mimick the King's Commiſſioners, and 
take upon them to grant Pardons to Rebels by 
performing the ſame Kind of Ceremony, and re- 
peating the ſame Form of Words, as were pre- 
{cribed by the Royal Commiſſion, I ſay 1 would 
appeal to the warmeſt Advocates for Lay-Bap- 
tiſm, whether an uncommiſſioned Perſon's fo do- 
ing would have any more Effect as to any real 
Conveyance of Pardon, than if the King hal 
never iſſued out any Commiſſion at all to that 
purpoſe. in as much as no Kind of Ceremony nor 
any Form of Words have any natural Force of 
themſelves to turn a Rebel into a Loyal Subject, 
or to reſtore him to the forfeited Favour and 
Protection of his Prince. but whatever Weight 
and Force ſuch Words and Actions have ſor this 
purpoſe muſt needs flow from, and be entirely 
owing to the Royal Commiilion commanding 
and ratifying the uſe of them.  — 
The Application of this Inſtance to the Caſe 
in hand is fo very eaſy, that I have no Occaſion 
to make it my ſelf. it is very plain that the 
Commiſton of our Saviour which inſtitutes the 
Waſhing with Water in the Name of the Trin- 


ty 
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ty for the Ceremony and Means of Admitting 
Men into his Church, and thereby entitling 
them to the Priviledges thereof; (this ſame Com- 
miſſion I ſay which has ordained the Rite it 
ſelf, and from which alone it can derive any 


Vertue) has likewiſe appointed and ſpecified the 


Fr ſons who are to execute it, that is to ſay 
the Apoſtles and the Miniſters of the Church 
Apoſtolicallʒj ordained, © And it is certain any 


„Perſon may with juſt the ſame Authority take 


© upon him to Inſtitute new Sacraments in the 
& Chriſtian Church, and pretend to convey Gra- 
ces by them, as he can take upon him to Ad- 

„ miniſter thoſe, inſtituted by Chriſt, without a 
© Regular Commiſion to do it“. : 5 5 


Indeed for my part I can give no manner of 


Account why the Matter and Form of Baptiſm 
ſhould be thought more eſſential to this Sacra- 
ment than the Divine Authority of the Admini- 

ſtrator; when the very ſame Inſtitution, which 
has appointed the Matter and Form, has like- 
wiſe appointed the Perſon who ſhould miniſter 
both the one and the other. they that write and 
talk the moſt fiercely in Defence of Lay-Uſur- 
Pations, do I think as yet allow that Baptiſm 


adminiſtred with any other Liquor than Water, 


and in any other Form than in the Name of the _ 


Trinity is null and void, is not the true Chri- 


ſtian Baptiſm which conveys a Title to the 
Benefits of the Goſpel Covenant. but why will 


they be ſo good as to Allow this? Is it not for 


this plain and ſubſtantial Reaſon, becauſe our 
Saviour himſelf has Appointed Water to be the 
Matter, and in the, Name of the Trinity to be 


the Form of his Baptiſin? Are they not therefore 
ſtrangely inconſiſtent with themſelves, not to 
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allow for the very ſame Reaſon, that Baptiſm 

adminiſtred by a Perſon unordained, and unau- 
thoriſed, is likewiſe null and invalid? Or when 
the fame Inſtitution has appointed the Miniſter, 
which has preſcribed the Form and Matter of 
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| this Sacrament, why ſhould they ſo earneſtly 
1 contend for the Indifferency of the firſt, when at 
"of the ſame time they freely grant the Neceſſity of 
. the other two? It is impoſlible for them to re- 
Wl! ſolve theſe Queſtions any other way, than by 
11 Proving one of theſe two Things, either that the 
J Muliniſters of God's Holy Sacraments are not of di- 
I: | vine lnſtitution, or elſe that the divine Inſtitution Þ| 
| 18 of the Miniſters of the Sacraments is not of equal | 
00 Force and Obligation with the divine Inſtitution of 
| 10 | the Matter and Form of them, which laſt is as much 
| 1 1 cCcontrary to Reaſon, as the other is to Scripture. 
JI It is very obſervable that the Patrons of Lay- 
1 Paptiſm being pinched with theſe, or the like 
01408 Arguments, rather then entirely quit their Cauſe, 
16 take Refuge in Caſes of Neceſity. they acknow- 
1%  Jedge that Laymen are not the ordinary ſtanding 
10 Miniſters or Baptiim, and that therefore if they 
ſhould ever preſume to adminiſter it in common 
ſl | ancd ordinary Caſes, they would uſurp an Office 
3 that did not belong to them, and juſtly incur the 
It! 3 x 3 
= divine Diſpleaſure. but that Neceſfty has no Law, 
We and is a Law to it felf. And conſequently that 
i whenever Baptiſm cannot be had from a regular 
0 and appointed Miniſter, any one whoſoever my 
| lawtully adminiſter it, and the Baptiſm ſo admi- 
= niſtred muſt be Judged to be valid and ſufficient 
5 to all Intents and Purpoſes, it being abſurd to ſup- 


poſe, that God has fo tied himſelf to his own Inſti- 
tution, as to require the Obſervance of it, when it 
is impoſlible to obſerve it. 5 


Now 
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Now here it is to be remarked, that the main 
of what we contend for 1s virtually granted, 
. wiz. that Lay-Baptiſm is in common and ordina- 
ry Caſes invalid and ineffectual for the purpoſes of 
Baptiſm. for if, notwithſtanding this Plea, they 
will ſtill continue to aſſert, that Laymen can 
validly Baptize in any Caſe what ſoever, even 
where an ordained Miniſter is ready at hand to 
perform the Office; what egregious trifling is it 
to recur to ſuppoſed Caſes of Neceſſity, if after all 
the Queſtion we diſpute about is to be reſolved the 
ſame way, whether there is, or is not a Caſe of 
that Nature? We fay that the Baptiſm given 
by a Layman is not the Baptiſm of Chriſt. becauſe 
_ Chriſt has not given Laymen an Authority to act 
in his Name. therefore as to this it is an-ineffetive 
Hand and can do nothing. Well, what ſay our 


Adverſaries to this? Why; that there is no ar- 


_  guing from ordinary Caſes, to Caſes extraordina- 
755, that Neceſity diſpenſes with all Laws, and 


that God himſelf will not inſiſt upon the Ob- 


ſervance of his own Inſtitution, when it cannot 


be obſeryed. is not this very Plea a clear Con- 
ceſſion, that what we contend tor, is true in com- 
mon and ordinary Caſes ? That it is Neceſſity a- 


lone that makes the Alteration, and that there- 


fore take it away, or ſuppoſe that there is no 
Neceſſity, they will make no Scruple of joining 
with us in our Opinion of this Matter? But if we 
do indeed agree thus far, it is certain that there 
will be left but very little for us to diſagree a- 
bout. for it is undoubted Matter of Fact, that 
there is hardly one Caſe in a hundred (I mean 
in this Nation) where Laymen (i. e. Diſſenting 
Teachers, who in tllis diſpute we all along ſup- 
poſe and take it for granted are mere Laymen) 
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do pretend to adminiſter Baptiſm in a Caſe of 
Neceſſity, i. e. where the Party to be baptized is 
in immediate Danger of Death, and no lawful 
Miniſter can be procured in due time. they 
therefore who talk ſo much of Caſes of Neceſſity, 
if they truly underſtand this Controverſy, and 
mean not to puzzle the Cauſe; muſt either own, 
that the Plea of Neceſſity ſo often inſiſted on is 
trifling and nothing at all to the Purpoſe z or 
_ elſe agree with us, that at leaſt ninety-nine in an 
hundred that are Lay-baptized are invalidly 
| baptized. and if they agree with us in this, (as 1 
ſuppoſe they will rather then own the other) - 
then the only Matter of Diſagreement that can 
remain will be the Validity and Effect of thoſe 
few other Baptiſms conferred by Laymen in what 
they call a real Caſe of Neceſſity; i. e. where 
there is an apparent Danger of Death before a 
lawful Miniſter can be procur'd. this Queſtion 
I believe will be eaſily decided by any one that 
_ conſiders it after the following Manner, viz. 
That it may ſometimes happen that a Man 
may be under a Neceſſity of going without the 
| Sacraments, but that it can never happen that 
he ſhould be under a Neceſſity of ſeeking. for 
them from an uxcommiſſtoned Hand. it can be no 
natural Neceſſity that compels him to do fo, be- 
cauſe the Neceſſities of Nature can never be re- 
lieved by ſuch things as work only ſpiritually. 
it cannot be a moral Neceſſity, becauſe that can 
_ ariſe only from an Obligation to obey the divine 
command concerning the Sacraments ; but there 
is no divine Command which obliges him to re- 
ceive the Sacraments from any other Hands but 
thoſe which God has appointed. there is indeed a 
divine Command which obliges him to * 
eee eee ee "Ih 
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them from thoſe Hands; but this very Command is 
equivalent to a Prohibition of his receiving them 
from any other. they ſay that, where there are 0 
Prieſts to give the Sacraments, a Man is under a 
ys I grant it. but of what Sort? Why; not 
1 


aà Neceſlity of receiving them from a Layman, but a 
Neceſſity of not receiving them at all. and if he is 
brought under this Neceſſity any other way than 
thro' his own Fault, and wiltul Negligence, we need 
not doubt but that God will make ample Allowan- 
c.cs in ſuch an extraordinary Circumſtance, and e- 
ven confer the Graces and Benefits annexed to the 
Sacraments without the Uſe of them. for I freely 
gone the Abſurdity of ſuppoſing that God has 
ſo tied himſelf up by his own Inſtitutions, as 


not to be at Liberty to grant the Bleſſings pro- 


miſed to the Obſervance of them to one who ſin- 


Cceͤrely deſires and heartily endeavours, but is not 


able to perform them in that only way which 
God has commanded them to be performed in. and 

I am ſure in ſuch a Caſe it would be ſar leſs Pre- 
ſumption to truſt to his Mercy without any Sacra- 
ments at all, than to pretend to oblige and force him 
by ſuch Sacraments as he has virtually forbidden. 
But in order to ſnow more clearly if poſſible 


1 the Impertinence of theſe ſuppoſed Caſes of Ne- 


ceſſity in relation to the Adminiſtrator, we will 
nov ws Jong in our turn (for there is no end of 
Suppoſitions) the like Caſes in relation to the 
Matter and Form of Baptiſm. ſuppoſe then a Per- 
{on, who has never received this Holy Sacrament, 
is now upon the Point of expiring, and earneſtly 
| begs to be made a Chriſtian before his Departure; 
but ſo it unfortunately happens that there is no 
Vater ready at hand, and before any can be 
Procured, it is probable the Man will die. WHAT 
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- ſhall we fay to this? Muſt he loſe that which is 
ſo neceſſary to his eternal Salvation merely for 
the Want of a little Vater? No, our Adverſaries 
muſt ſay if they would be conſiſtent with them- 


ſelves, that this being a Cafe of Neceſity), and 


the common Form is to be d 


Neceſſity having no Law; either Vine, or Milk, 
or Urine, or any other Liquor that firſt comes 
to hand, will do even as well as the pure 
Element. let us ſuppoſe moreover that every 
one prelent being ſtanch Hereticks abſolutely re- 
fuſe to make uſe of the Name 1 the Trinity. 
what; muſt the Man die like a Turk or a Hea - 

then for the ſake of a bare Form of Words? Why 
no; according to their Principles, this being alſo 
a Caſe of Neceſſity, and N having no Law, 

ilpenced with, and 


one in the Name of the Father only, excluſive of 


the Son and of the Holy Ghoſt, will do the Buſi- 
neſs altogether as well. and now in order to 
compleat the Farce we wall ſuppoſe ſtill further. 


that no one preſent or hear is in holy Orders. 


this to be ſure will be thought to ſignify nothing | 


at all, for that the Nurſe can ſerve for this pur- 


poſe full as well as the Miniſter of the Pariſh. 
and now what follows upon the whole? Why) 
here we ſhall have a Baptiſm, or what is called 
ſo, adminiſtred with uninſtituted Matter, in an 


nuuminſtituted Form, and by an uninſtituted Mini- 


ſter. and yet this very Baptiſm, it ſeems, muſt 
be deemed to be a true, real, valid, Chriſtian 
_ Baptiſm, a Baptiſm that may juſtly claim our Sa- 
viour's Promiſes by Vertue of his Infiitution, at 
the ſame time that it has not obſerved one ſingle 
Part of it. Thus I think I have ſufficiently 
proved from Scripture the Invalidity of Lay- 
Baptiſm, and that even the Plea of an, HH 
2 „ 1 den 
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often inſiſted on to excuſe it is not only inſufficient 
but manifeſtly im pertinent. 
There is indeed one Argument, that has been 
ſometimes made uſe of in order to anſwer, all at 
once, every thing that has been, or ever can 
be ſaid againſt the Validity of Lay-Baptiſm. but 
it is in Truth ſuch a very weak and boyiſh Ar- 
- gument, that I ſhould have been aſhamed to 
mention it; but that others far greater than my 
_— have not been aſhamed to urge it. It is 
That though Laymen have no Authority or 
Commiſion from Chriſt to baptize, yet it my will 
preſumptuouſly take upon them to exerciſe that 
Office, their Act is valid, though it was ſinful. 

it being an eſtabliſned and well-known Maxim, 
Quod fieri non debet per valet. what actually 
is done, cannot be ſaid not to be done, although _ 
mt was walewf ally done, ene genie 
Very true; what actually is done, cannot with- 
out a Contradiction be ſaid not to be done; but 
then this is a plain begging the Queſtion. for the 
very Queſtion is, What it is that is really done in 
this Cale! that a Perſon has been waſhed with 
Water, is a Matter of Senſe and muſt be granted; 
but becauſe he has been wafhed with Water, 
that therefore he has in a Chriſtian Senſe been 
baptized, is what we utterly deny: for Chriſtian 
Baptiſm conveys to the Party baptized ſeveral 
Benefits and Advantages, which a bare Waſhing 
with Water cannot naturally do. whenever there- 
fore this Act does convey theſe Benefits and Pri- 
viledges, it muſt be done by Authority from 
Chriſt who is alone able to confer them. conſe- 
quently when it is done without his Authority, 
as it is in this Caſe, he cannot be ſuppoſed bound 
Ke ee 5 . e to 
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to regard it. for this indeed is an Axiom that 
univerſally holds, that in all Actions there muſt be 
a Poteſtative Principle, that muſt have a propor- 
tioned Power to the Effect. in natural Actions 
that Principle is the natural Force of the Agent, 
in moral Actions it is his Authority. wherever 
therefore Nature is inſufficient, and Authority is 
; berg (as is the Caſe here) nothing at all is 
done. my %%% One 
As totheir Axiom as it is called of Quod ſieri non 
debet factum Valet, when the Act is performed by 
a Perſon unauthoriſed and uncommiſſioned to do 
it (which is ſuppoſed to be the Caſe at preſent) 
there are thouſands of Inſtances wherein it will 
not hold. apply it to Freedoms in Corporations, 
Degrees in the Univerſities, Orders in the Church, 
Honours and Preferments in the State, Convey- 
| ances of Land, &c. and then you'll ſee how 
deceitſul and precarious this Axiom is. 


r 


That Lay-Baptiſm is invalid in the Judgment 
: of the Primitive Church. 


— AXE M91 


that ſuch Perſons as bad been baptized 


Maxim, and a received Tenet in the Church 


during that Period, may, I think, be eaſily and 


clearly proved after this Manner. 15 
About the Middle of the third Century hap- 
pened the famous Conteſt concerning the re- 
baptizing thoſe who had been baptized by Here- 


ticks. St. Cyprian and his Followers determined 
that they ought to be re-baptized or rather 


baptized, becauſe the Baptiſm they had received 
was null. among other Arguments which the Cy- 


prianiſts made uſe of to defend their Opinion and 
juſti y their Practice, this was one. viz. that 
there were no valid Orders out of the Church, 


and that even they who had been ordained in 


the Church, if they afterwards rebelled and 
| Rood out againſt her, did thereby forfeit their 


Orders and were deprived of their minifterial 
N . 9 Powers; 


Hs Point I ſuppoſe will be readily 
EX granted, if it can but be made ap- 
dl pear, that the Catholick Church du- 
ring the four firſt Centuries held, 


by Laymen were to Ads ry there being cer- 
| ny no Occaſion for a ſecond Baptiſm, in Caſe 
the firſt be good. now that this was a ſtanding 
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36 The Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
Powers; and conſequently that the Baptiſm 
which had been received from them, .was no 
otherwiſe to be eſteemed of than the Baptiſm of 
Laymen. of the Truth hereof * St. Baſil is a clear 
and unexceptionable Evidence; who giving an 
Account of the Opinion of St. Cyprian, and 
St. Firmilian and their Collegues concerning thoſe. 
who were in a State of Herefy and Schiſm, and 
what Ground it was they went upon in rejecting _ 
their Baptiſins, ſays; * Hereticks and Schiſma- 
* ticks 3 broken off from the Church are be- 
* come Laymen, and therefore have no Power 
to baptize or to ordain, and accordingly they 
directed ſuch as had been baptized by them 
to be re-baptized with the true Baptiſm of the 
Church, as if they had received before only 
Lay Baptiſm”. So that you ſee the Reaſon, why 
St. Cyprian and his Collegues inſiſted upon the 
Neceſſity of re-baptizing fuch Perfons as came 
over from Hereticks or Schiſmaticks, was becauſe 
they thought the Power of Hereticks and Schiſ- 
maticks to baptize was no more than that of 
Lay men; the Neceſſity therefore of a Rebaptiza- 
tion in Caſe of Lay-Baptiſm, was plainly the 
Principle they went upon, the very Ground and 
Foundation of their whole Argument. whoever, 
ſay they, have been baptized by a Laick are to 
be rebaptized ; but thoſe who have been baptized 
by an Heretick or Schiſmatick, have been baptized 
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by him who has no more Power to baptize than 
a mere Laick; therefore thoſe who have been 
- baptized in Hereſy or Schiſm, are to be re- 
ET webinar 
The Minor Propoſition, viz. that thoſe that 
had been baptized by Hereticks or Schiſmaticks 
were baptized by them who had no more Power to 

 baptize than mere Laicks, was what their Oppo- 

| nents ſtijfly denied, they contended on thecontrary 
that theſe Hereticks and Schiſmaticks had valid 
Orders among them, and obſerved an uninter- 
rupted Succeſſion in the Miniſtry. they did ac- 
cCordingly receive their Clergy upon their Return 

to the Church in the Quality of Clergymen 

without obliging them to undergo a new Ordina- 

tion. but the major Propoſition, viz. that whoever 

| bas been baptized by a Laick is to be rebaptized, 
Was never as-we can find at that time denied or 

pretended to be diſproved. And indeed it can 
hardly be ſuppoſed that ſuch learned and judici - 
ous Men as St. Cyprian and his COPE appear 
to have been, could ever be guilty of ſuch egre- 
gious trifling as to take this Principle for the 
| Baſis and Foundation of their Argument, if it 
had not been what was generally held and aſ- 


| ſented to. much leſs can we ſuppoſe they would 


have done ſo, if it had been (as our Adverſaries 
would perſuade us it was) contrary to the general 


Senſe and Practice of the Catholick Church in 


that Age &. and this, viz, that the Oppoſers of 


— 
— 


Mr. Bingham b<ing very ſenſible of the Strength of 
the A:gument here made uſe of, to prove the contrary 
ot what he was employed to maintain, endeavourcd 
to invalidate it by obſerving, that, if it was not for 
85 | | . 


racer to repeat it.] 2 1 5 
Joo this Obſervation it may be replied, 1. That though 
this Argument is not to be met with in St. Cypriaz's 
Works, that are now extant, in ſa many Words, yet it 
is in effect; as will appear to any one that will give 
himſelf the Pleaſure of reading Mr. Laurence's 2d Part of 
_ Lay-Baptiſm invalid. 2. So much regard at leaſt muſt 
be paid to St. Baſil's Character as to acknowledge that 
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St, Gprian and his Collegues did not ground their 
Diſſent from them concerning the Validity of 
heretical and ſchiſmatical Baptiſms, upon any 


Belief or Suſpicion that the Principle which the 


Cyprianiſts went upon concerning the Neceſſity of 


| Rebaptization in Caſe of Lay-Baptiſm, was falſe, 
is abundantly confirmed by what followed atter- 


— — — 2 ä 


- 


3 


st. Balil's Teſtimony he ſhould doubt whether St. Cyprian 
had ever made uſe of ſuch an Argument as this, becauſe 


no ſuch Argument, as he knew of, was to be found in his 


Works. [What he further ſays for the ſame Purpoſe is 


ſo very weak, that T have too great a regard for his Cha- 


he himſelf did really believe that this was an Argument, 


that had been made uſe of by St. Cyprian, St. Firmilian 
and their Collegnes : But if St. Baſi did think ſo, then 
I am ſure we can have no Reaſon to ſuſpect but that it 
was ſo; becauſe he himſelf being a Cyprianiſt in his own | 
Mind, and like wiſe a Man of great Learning and Induſtry, 


he could not but know certainly, whether his Predeceſſors 
in this Controverſy had ever made uſe of this Argument, 
which he ſays they did. but 3. Suppoſing that St. Baſil was 
miſtaken in this Matter, and that neither St. Cyprian, 


nor St. Firmilian, nor any of their Collegues ever did 


make uſe of the Argument which he here puts inte their 
Mouths; yet ftill the thing it ſelf which we contend for, 
will ſtand good, vjz. that the Reiteration of Lay-Baptiſm 


was an allowed Principle in their times, for whether they 


ever actually did make uſe of this Argument or no, yet 


it is plain, that St. Boſil thought that they had, but it is 
impoſſible that this could ever have entered into his 
Head upon any other Suppoſition. | 


wards; 
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wards; for when the Biſhops aſſembled in the 
great Council of Nice determined againſt the Cy- 
prianiſts, that there was no need of repeating he- 


retical Baptiſms; their Determination in this 
Matter was not grounded upon any Opinion that 
| Lay- Baptiſm was valid, and therefore not to be 
repeated, but upon an Opinion that Hereticks had 
valid Orders, and did conſequently perform valid 
Miniſtrations. and this is very evident, not 
only becauſe they decreed that their Clergy 
ſhould be received in the ſame Station and De- 
grees they were in before without any new Or- 
dination (by which Decree they plainly allowed 
fer) but becauſe 
it is certain Matter of Fact that this Principle, viz. 


the Validity of their former Or 


that theſe whom a Laick bas baptized, are to be re- 


' baptized, was after the Council of Nice a Catho- 
* lick Principle and generally aſſented to by the 


Orthodox Members of the Church. For the Proof 


of this I appeal again to the famous Paſſage of 
S.t. Baſil above-cited. for take his Words in the 
| loweſt Senſe in which they can be poſſibly taken, 
namely, as merely declaring the Opinion of the 
_ Cyprianiſts concerning heretical and ſchiſmatical 
Baptiſms, and not the Argument they made uſe 
of to juſtify this Opinion. yet the Manner in 
which he expreſſes this plainly ſhews, that the 
Neceſſity of reiterating e rye was, in his 


time at leaſt, a thing indiſputable and not to be 


couteſted. his Words taken in this Senſe amount 
to this; that the Cyprianiſts beld pond uch Perſons 
as had been baptized by heretical Schiſmaticks were 
to be rebaptized as much as if they had been baptized 
Ly Laymen. from this very Manner of Expreſſion, 
1 ay, it evidently appears, that the Neceſlity of 
Rebaptization in Caſe of Lay-Baptiſms was ge- 
5 nerally 
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the former Baptiſm. 
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nerally aſſented to as an Orthodox Doctrine an 


St. Bafil's Time, i. e. between forty and fifty Years 
after the Council of Nice: Otherwiſe it would have 


been no Illuſtration at all of the Neceſſity of the Re- 
iteration oi heretical and ſchiſmatical Baptiſms, 


which the 2. tage are here reported to have held. 
as for Inſtance, 

the ſame known Learning and Integrity with 
St. Baſi ſhould expreſs himſelf after this Manner; 
that the Convocation which altered the Preface to 
the Book of Ordination was of Opinion that ſuch 


uppoſe any one now a-days of 


Perſons as had been ordained by Presbyters, wer? 
under as great a Neceſſity of being re ordained, as 
f they had been ordained by Laymen. would not 


any one that read ſuch a Paſſage a thouſand Years 
hence, in an Author of known Honeſty and Abi- 
lity, immediately conclude with great Reaſon, 
that Ordinations performed by Laymen, were, 
in the Author's Time, univerſally looked upon as 


null and void? So when St. Bafil ſays, that the 


| Reiteration of heretical and ſchiſmatical Baptiſms 
was 1n the Opinion of the Cyprianiſts as neceſſary 


as the Reiteration of Lay-Baptiſms; he mutt be 
underſtood to imply that in his time it was the 


concurrent Doctrine of the Church, that ſuch as 
ſhould happen to be baptized by Laymen were to be 


rebaptized. _ 


Ibis is enough to ſhew, that both beſore and 


for ſome time after the Council of Nice it was 

a prevailing Principle in the Church, that thoſe 
whom a Lay-man had baptized were to be rebaptized, 
Which ſtrongly infers and is equivalent to an ex- 


preſs denial of the Validity of ſuch Baptiſins. for 
it is certain that the Neceſſity of a Rebapt ixat ion 
can have no other Ground but the Invalidity of 


I know 
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I know very well it will be obzeQed that not- 
withſtanding all this it is very certain, that 
ſome of the Fathers did allow of the Lamfulneſs, 
and without doubt therefore did ſuppoſe the Va- 
lidity, of Lay-Baptiſm in extraordinary Caſes, 1n 
_ Caſes as they call them of Neceſſity ; and that 
two or three of the Primitive Latin Fathers do 
expreſs themſelves to this Purpoſe muſt indeed 
be granted. but then before we can lay any 
weight upon the Authority of theſe Fathers that 
are oppoſed to us, ſo as to aſcertain thereby 
the Judgment of the Church in their times as to 
this particular, it muſt be conſidered whether 
what they {ay upon this Subject is delivered only 
as a Matter of their own private Opinion, and 


what they thought themſelves was fitting and 


_ reaſonable to be done in extraordinary Exigences, 
or as a thing that was generally approved of, and 
uſually practiſed upon ſuch Occaſions z now that 

what has been hitherto produced from their 

Writings to this Purpoſe is far from being decla- 

| ratory of the general Senſe and Practice of the 

Catholick Church in their Age, bas been abun- 

dantly proved by * thoſe who have particularly 
examined the Paſlages referred to, and indeed 
appears plainly enough from the ſilly and trifling 
Reaſons which theſe Fathers make uſe of in order 
to ſupport and juſtity their Aſſert ions. for if what 
they aſſert in this Caſe were really the Senſe and 

Practice of the Church in their time, the Church 
had certainly a much better Reaſon whereon to 
found her Opinion and Practice, than any that 

{ are aſſigned by them; and then why they thould 


Mr. Laurence and Dr. Prett. 
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_ conceal that better Reaſon, at the ſame time that 
they ſtudy to give us ridiculous ones of their own 


Invention, it will become them to account for 
who rely on their Authority. it is very obſervable 


that upon the moſt diligent Enquiry they cannot 


find ſo much as one ſingle Greek Father or Synod 


_ concurring with them in this Point. and yet the 
_ Greek Church for the firſt 400 Years (which is 
the Period uſually aſſigned for what we call the 


Primitive Church) made the moſt conſiderable 


Figure, and produced the far greateſt Number 


of thoſe Writers we now call Fathers: and can 


we think they never had any ſuch Caſes of Ne- 5 


ceſſity among them? Or that they were not as 


careful to provide for them? Or if they had pro- 
- vided for them by permitting Laymen to baptize, 
is it not ſtrange that 0 Council or Father of that 


Church ſhould mention one Word of it? The 
Silence of ſo many ancient Fathers in ſuch a Cale 


as this is a very probable Argument, that they 
knew of no ſuch Practice allowed by the Church. 
Nay, further, that it is Matter of Fa& that the 
Primitive Church did never either allow or 
practiſe Lay Baptiſm, no not in Caſes of the 


greateſt Extremity, may, I think, be ſufficiently 


proved from that very Decree of the Council of 


Elliberis, which our Ad verſaries have ſo often 


inſiſted on as a ſtrong and irrefragable Argument 


to prove the contrary. 


This was a provincial Council ia Spain con- 


| fiſting of 19 Biſhops. their 3oth Canon appoints, 


that © When Men are upon a Voyage at Sea, 


or in any Place where no Church is at hand, 


if a Catechumen happens to be extremely 
Sick and at the Point of Death, that then any 


© Chriſtian that hath his own Baptiſm entire 


* and 
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* and is no Bigamiſt may baptize him”. I ſay 


this very Decree is a ſufficient Inducement for 
us to believe, that Lay-Bapti/m was then neither 
allowed of nor practiſed by the Church even in 


_ Caſes of the greateſt Extremity. For if, as the 


Patrons for Lay-Baptiſm contend, it was at that 
time a received Maxim, an an uſual Practice for 


Laymen to baptize in ſuch Caſes; then why ſhould 


the Biſhops aflembled in this Council have had 
any need to grant a formal Authority, to ſome _ 


particular Laymen only, in their Church, to do 


that, which, upon our Adverſaries Suppoſition, 
every Layman in every other Church might law- 
fully do, and did, as Occaſion ſerved, practiſe 
without any Delegation at all? It is abſurd to 
ſuppoſe that they did not mean to give their 
_ Laymen ſome Authority which they thought they 
had not before. And that this Liberty which 
they then granted them was ſomething new and 
not uſually taken appears from the great Caution 
they obſerved, and the many Reſtrictions they 
granted it with. as 1ſt, The Baptizer muſt be a 
Chriſtian, not a Few or an Infidel. 2dly, He muſt | 


be a Man. this appears from one of the follow- 


Ing Conditions, and indeed even Mr. BING- 
HAM, who produces this Decree as an Argu- 
ment of the Judgment of the ancient Church, 
does expreſsly acknowledge &, that the ancient 
Church did not allow Vomen to baptize in ex- 
traordinary Caſes of extreme Neceſſity. 3dly, He 
muſt have his own Baptiſm entire, by which is 


meant, as learned Men explain it, either his be- 


5 ing then in full Communion with the Church, or 


— 


— 


5 * Scholaſtical Hiſtorr, part 1. p. 46. 
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44 The Invalidity of Lay-Bafptiſm. 
his having been before confirmed by the Biſhop. 
Athly, He muſt be no Bigamiſt, i. e. as ſome ex- 
plain, he muſt be the Husband of one Wife only; 
or one who had not been twice married, as others 
reſtrain it. 5thly, The Party that was only ca- 
pable of being baptized by ſuch Laymen, even 
in a Caſe of the greateſt Extremity, muſt be a 
Catechumen, 1. e. an adult, and one who had 
been preparing himſelt for this Holy Sacrament 
, e 
| From this Decree one of theſe two things muſt. 
be concluded, either that the Biſhops aflembled 


in this Council did mean to delegate an Autho- 


rity to ſome Laymen to do that, in a very extra- 
ordinary Caſe, which they thought 0 Layman 
could lawfully do without ſuch a delegated Au- 
thority in any Caſe whatſoever: or elſe, that 
they meant to reſtrain ſome of their Laymen 
from doing that which they knew every Layman 
throughout the World might otherwiſe in the 
like Circumſtances lawfullydo, and did accordingly 
1, nally Practiſe without any ſpecial Commiſſion at 
all. if the firſt Concluſion is true, then the Aſſertion 
of our modern Patrons for Lay-Baptiſm muſt be 
falſe, viz. that it was agreeable to the general Senſe 
and Practice of the Catholick Church, that any Per- 
ſons what ſoever of whatever Age, Sex, or Religion, 
might in extraordinary Caſes lawfully baptize any 
Perſons capable of Baptiſm, whether Infants or 
Adults becauſe it cannot be ſuppoſed that theſe 
Biſhops ſhould be either ignorant of, or hold as 
unlawiul, what was the general Senſe and Practice 
of the whole Catholick Church in their time. 
but if our Ad verſaries chuſe rather to ſtick to the 


ſecond Concluſion, then it will be incumbent 


upon them to ſhow, with what Authority or 
0 FC N Conſcience 
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Conſcience theſe Biſhops could confine the Power - 
of Baptizing and the Benefits of being Baptized 
to ſome particular Perſons only, in a Caſe where- 
in every Perſon whatſoever had a Right to 


Baptize any one capable of Baptiſm by common 


_ Cuſtom, and the Conſent and Approbation of the 


univerſal Church? 


Ihe Caſe ſeems to have been this; ſome 
_ Catechumens having dyed without the Comfort 
of being firſt baptized, merely for want of a 
| lawful Miniſter to baptize them; the Biſhops of 
this Council out of their great Tenderneſs and 
Compaſſion, and to prevent as much as in them 
lay, the like from ever happening again, made 
an order, that whenever a Catechumen was at the 
Point of Death in any Place, where it would 
be impoſſible to procure a lawful Miniſter z then 
a Layman, who was in other Reſpects qualified 
as the Canons of the Church required a Clergyman 
to be, might baptize him, whether any Bithops 
are really inveſted with a Power to authoriſe 
ſome particular Laymen to adminiſter the Holy 


Sacraments in extraordinary Caſes, I will not 


determine, neither is it to the Merits of the 


Cauſe to enquire; for the Controverſy now on 
Foot, is not whether Laymen being authoriſed 


by the Biſhop may validly baptize? But whether 
they may do ſo unauthoriſed by him, and in Oppo- 
ſit ion to him? It is enough therefore for me that 

it appears from the very Grant of this Commiſ- 


| ſion, that the Biſhops of this Council knew no- 
thing of either Principle or Pradice obtaining in 


the Catholick Church in their Time, which could 
give Encouragement to Lay Perſons to take this 
Authority to themſelves without having firſt re- 


ceived ſuch a Sort of a Commiſſion from their 
FFF die 
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to Jome ot their own Laity. 
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Biſhops, as they now gave or pretended to give 
What I have here remarked, may convince 
any unprejudiced Man that, at the time of the 


Council of Elliberis which was held at the Be- 


ginang of the 4th Century, there was no Catho- 


lick Tradition or Cuſtom ior Laymens Baptizing 
in extraordinary Cafes, = E 
And the like might be eaſily ſhown from moſt 


of the other Paſſages I have ſeen urged from the 


ancient Writings upon this Occaſion. viz. that 
_ notwithſtanding they are good and fubftantial 
Proolsot the private Sentiments of their reſpective 


Authors (though indeed they ſometimes tail even 
in this) yet 1 ey do by no, Means prove, that 


their private Opinions were grounded upon any | 
fixed Principle, or ſupported by any Matters of 


Fae, but rather plainly infinuate the direct con- 


me 
However after all ſuppoſing and taking it for 
granted, that Lay-Baptiſm was in extraordinary 
Caaſes both allowed and practiſed in the Primi- 
tive Church, I ſay, ſuppoſing this, tor I think it 
needleſs further to diſpute it, yet what can the 
Delenders of our modern Lay-Baptiſms gain by 
ſuch a Conceſſion? Why only this; that perhaps 
one in an hundred that are now baptized by 
Laymen in this Nation, are in the Judgment of 
the Primitive Church val:dly baptized. becauſe I 
_ ſuppoſe there may poſſibly be one in a hundred 
or thereabouts, that way have been baptized by _ 
a Lay-hand at the Point of Death, and where no 
regular Miniſter could be had. But then it will fol- 
| low, that the other ninety and nine are in the Judg- 
ment of the ſame Church invalidly baptized, as 
being baptized by Laymen in ſuch Circumſtances | 
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as they thought Laymen had no Authority to 


No, perhaps it will be {aid that the Primitive 


Church by allowing the Lawfulneſs of Lay-Baptiſm 


in extraordinary Cafes, lid tacitly acknowledge 


the Validity of it in all Cafes. to which I anſwer, 


that in Fact there is no Foundation for this Af: 
ſertion, whatever there maybe in Reaſon. we are 


not now inquiring what the Primitive Church 
| ſhould have done, but what ſhe did do; and in 
Fact that ſhe did not think that Baptifin admi- 


niſtred by a Lay-hand in ordinary Caſes was good 


and valid, whatever ſhe did think or may be 
ſuppoſed to have thought of its Validity in ex» 
traordinary Caſes, is eaſily proved by the clear 
and unqueſtionable Evidence of that very Perſun, 
whole private Opinion ſor the Lawtulnefs ot 
Laymens Baptizing in extraordinary Caſes has 
been often alledged and inſiſted on, as an Argu- 
ment of the Judgment of the Church in his Time 


concerning this Matter. 


I The Perfon I mean is St. Ferom, Who in his 
Dialogue with the Luciferian, takes it for a fixed 


Prin-1ple, for a Maxim fo univerſally eſtabliſhed, 


that it could not be called in Queſtion: even by 
his Antagoniſt, that thoſe whom a Laick bath 
| baptized, are to be rebaptized, which is a ſufficient 
Evidence that the Church in St. Ferom's Days 
did look upon Baptiſms conferred by Laymen 


[ at leaſt in ordinary Caſes] to be invalid, becauſe 


otherwiſe they muſt have judged Rebaptizations 
in ſuch Caſes, to be not only needleſs, but utterly 
* unlawful, which it ſeems they eſteemed to be re- 
pquiſite and neceſſary. And this is in Truth as 
much as we deſire to be granted, viz. that in the 
. Fudgment of the Primitive Church, Lay Baptiſm 


was 
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was in ordinary Caſes invalid; becauſe this Con- 
ceſſion will prove that the Baptiſms of our Diſ- 
ſenting Teachers | ſuppoſing they have received 
no valid Orders, as the Holy Scriptures, Catho- 
lick Antiquity, and the Church of England aſſure 
us they have not] I ſay it will follow from hence, 
that the Baptiſms conferred by our Lay Teachers 
are invalid in the judgment of the Primitive 
Church, in as much as they do Baptize in all 
Caſes without any reſerve, and where a lawful 
Miniſter might be as eaſily procured as them- 
ſelves. let them therefore baptize only in Caſes 
of Extremity, in ſuch Caſes where 0 other 
| Baptiſm but theirs can be poſhbly had; then 
perhaps we may, but before that, we cannot 
allow, that their Baptiſms are valid in the Fudg- 
ment of the ancient Catholic Church, e 
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e 


That Loy-Baptifm is inoalid in the Yudgment 
he Church of England. 


ſidered 1s the Fudgment of the Church 


l all br 
it is in every thing elſe exactly agree- 


z 


HE Thing that comes next to be con- 


of , in this Diſpute, and that 
briefly ſhew to be in this, as 


able to the Doctrine of Holy Scripture, and the 


Teſtimony of Catholick Antiquity, For Inſtance, 
In her 23d Article ſhe has affirmed © That it is 
« not lawful for any Man to take upon him the 
Office of Publick Preaching or mini/tring the 
« Sacraments in the Congregation, before he be 


lawfully called and ſent to execute the ſame. 


And in the Preface to her Book of Ordination 


ſhe determineth that none are lawfully. called 


and ſent to this Purpoſe but thoſe who have been 
epiſcopally ordained, whereby ſhe has declared her 

N N as plain as Words can expreſs it, that 

it is unlawful for one not at all, or not in epiſcopal 


Orders, to adminiſter Baptiſ mm. 
Now our Church by determining that Lay or 


Unepiſcopal Baptiſms are unlawful, does though 

not in expreſs Words yet by clear and undenia- 
ble Conſequence determine likewiſe that they are 

invalid. tor lawful and unlamful are relative 


Terms and when 1 to Things muſt refer 


to. 
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to ſome Law, to which thoſe Things are either ar 
greeable or contrary. therefore the Church of Eng- 


land mdeclaring that Lay or Unepiſcopal Baptiſm 
18 unlamful, has declared that that Baptiſm. is 


contrary to ſome Law. the Law meant by her 


can be no other then the divine Law, (as is evi- 

dent from the Title of her Articles and her De- 

claration prefixed: to them), thus far then we are 
got, that in the judgment of the Church of Eng- 

land Bapt iſm by Laymen or pretended Clergymen 
is contrary to the Law of Chriſt. how then is it 
poſſible to enter into t 

cConceive, that this very Church (which has fo 


e Heart of any Man to 


formally declared that theſe Baptiſins are con- 


trary to the Law of Chriſt) ſhould notwithſtand- 


ing imagine, nay give it as her ſettled judgment, 


that nevertheleſs for all this they are good and 
valid. for in fuch a Caſe, from whence can their 
Validity ariſe? Is not the Efficacy of every 

_ Baptiſm to be derived only from our Saviour's 
Inſtitution? Can it claim any Promiſe or convey 
any Title any further than it obſerves his ex- 


preſs and poſitive Commands? And if therefore 


in the Senſe of our Church, theſe Baptiſms we 
are ſpeaking of are forbidden by our Saviour (and 
me muſt think He has forbidden them if ſhe 
thinks they are repugnant to his Law) what a 
wild Conceit muſt it be to ſuppoſe, that it is 
ber judgment that they are ſuch Baptiſms as 


Chriſt will be pleaſed with and is obliged to ratify 
in Heaven? e PR TOM 


Again; when our Church declares, that it is 
unlamwful tor any one not duly ordained to mi- 
niſter the Sacraments, ſhe muſt be neceſſarily 
underſtood: to mean that ſuch. a one has no Com- 


miſſion or Authority from Chriſt ſo to do; for 15 ; 
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he is really inveſted with a Commiſſion apd Au- 
thority for this Purpoſe from Chriſt himſelf, it 
would be abſurd to ſay in general, that it was 
unlamful for him to exerciſe it. but now I have 
proved above and our Church in her 26th Ar- 
ticle plainly delivers her Opinion, that the legal 
or Covenanted Efficacy of a Sacrament d 8 
upon the divine Authority of the Adminiſtrator. 
that conſequently if one Deſtitute of ſuch an Au- 
thority pretends to Adminiſter it he does nothing. 
that he ſins in the attempting it, and yet cannot 
do it afterwards. when therefore our Church de- 
clares that Baptiſm miniſtred by Perſons not 
epiſcopally ordained 1s unlawful it comes to juſt 
the ſame thing, as if ſhe had Declared in fo 
many Words that it was null and Ineffefual. 
Moreover our Church teaches us that © by 
© Baptiſm we enter into the Chriſtian Covenant, 
4 that it is as an Inſtrument viſibly ſigned and 
“ ſealed between God and Man, whereby all the 
* Benefits of that Covenant are conveyed and 
« made over to us”. But as I have guſt now | 
obſerved our Church has alſo determined, that 
it is lawful for none but thoſe who have been 
 epiſcopally ordained to miniſter Baptiſm. i. e. that 
none others are the authoriſed Agents to ſign and 
ſeal this ſacred Inſtrument. therefore the has gi- 
ven it as her Judgment that Baptiſm miniſtred 
by any others is null and invalid: in as much as 
it is very certain and undeniable, that no cove - 
_ nanting Inſtrument be it never ſo formally ſigned 
and ſealed by one forbidden or unauthoriſed to 
act in the Affair can legally bind the Parties on 
either Side concerned in it An Inſtrument ſo | 
ſigned and ſealed is to all Intents and Purpoſes 
as utterly yoid eee as if ĩt had 1545 
| > CJ 


52 The Iuvalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. 
been ſigned or ſealed at all. — This is ſufficient 
to ſhew, and if there was Occaſion it might be 
& further confirmed that the Doctrine of the 
Church of England is againſt the Validity of Lay - 
Baptiſm, ſo far as the Doctrine of a Church can 
be collected from its publick Articles of Re- 
n „ B 
As I would not willingly conceal any mate- 
rial Objection to the Argument I have here made 
uſe of, I cannot but take notice of a very acute 
Obſervation made by the + Author of the Judg- 
ment of the Church of England, &c. which is 
this, that“ the Articles of Religion, which were 
made in 1562, were reviewed changed and 
© approved by the ſame Perſons, who had re- 
* viewed changed and approved the Book of 
Common Prayer, that was ſet forth three Years 


* before viz. in 1559, one of the Rubricks of 


_ © which did allow of the Lawfulneſs of Lay- 

_ © Baptiſm in Caſes of Neceſlity, and conſequent- 
ly thoſe Articles being made by the ſame 

_ © Perſons cannot fairly be interpreted to deny 

© it”. the Rubrick referred to runs thus; firſt 
let them that be preſent call upon God for 
* his Grace and ſay the Lord's Prayer if the 

time will ſuffer; and then one of them ſhall 
“ name the Child, and dip him in the Water 
or pour Water upon him, ſaying theſe Words, 
VN. I Baptize thee. &c.” This Rubrick it's 
ſaid was originally deſigned to Commiſſion Lay- 
_ Perſons to baptize in Caſes of Neceſſity, and was 
approved of by ſome of the very ſame Perſons 


* 


— þ - 
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Who aſterwards reviewed and approved of the 


Articles: Therefore, it is argued, nothing drawn 


from the Articles can really tend to condemn and 
null Lay-Baptiſm becauſe it is abſurd to ſuppoſe 
that the Rubrick and the Articles ſhould contra- 


dict and overthrow each the other. to which 


_ Obſervation, I reply, that it is indeed a great 
Abſurdity, that the Articles and Rubricks of the 
very {ame Church ſhould claſh with each other, 
but then they only are guilty of the Abſurdity, 


who made them claſh, and not they who can 


prove by undeniable Inference that they do ſo. 
The Truth of it is, this Rubrick was really 
penned with ſo great a Latitude, that whatever 


— originally deſigned it was in Fact underſtood 


not only to Countenance but to Command Lay- 
Baptiſm even by Women when no other could be 
had. and therefore the Governours of our Church 


ſoon found it neceſſary to explain it in ſuch a 


Manner as ſhould guard it againſt this or any 
bdther the like perverſe Interpretation. according- 
ly in the Lear 1575, an Article to this Purpofe ; 
was paſſed by both Houſes of Convocation in the 
e nn EE Do 
| _ & Whereas ſome Ambiguity and Doubt has 
K ariſen amongſt divers, by what Perſons, pri- 
«-yvate Baptiſm is to be adminiſtred; for as 
„ much as by the Book of Common-Prayer al- 


c lowed by Statute, the Biſhop of the Dioceſs is 


„to expound and reſolve all ſuch Doubts as 
“ ſhall ariſe concerning the Manner how to un- 


d (erftand, do, and execute the Things contained + 
E jn the ſame Book; it is now by the ſaid Arch- 


„ Biſhop, and Biſhops expounded and reſolved, 
_ © and every one of them doth expound and re- 
4 ſolve, that the ſaid private Baptiſm in 57 i 


— 
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* of Necellity is only to be miniftred by a lawful 
© Miniſter or Deacon, called to be preſent for 
that Purpole and by none other, and that every 
* Biſhop in his Dioceſs, ſhall take order that 
* this Expoſition of the ſaid Doubt ſhall be pub- 
* liſhed in Writing before the iſt Day of Maß 
< next coming in every Pariſh Church of his 
* Dioceſs in this Province; and thereby all other 

* Perjons {hall be inhibited to intermeddle with 
_© the miniſtring of Baptiſm privately; it being 
_ ©& No part of their Vocation?” „ 
Note, That notwithſtanding none but the Arch- 
biſhops and Biſhops are mentioned for their Con- 
currence in this Article, yet in the Arch-biſhop's 
Mandate for the Publication, it is ſaid to be 
agreed, ſettled, and ſubſcribed by both Houſes 


. 


od Convocation. c“ VV 
However as the Rubrick it ſelf remained un- 


altered notwithſtanding this authoritative Inten- 


pretation of it, ſeveral Lay-Perſons did after- 
wards make uſe of that Licence or Permiſſion 
which was at firſt thought to be granted by it; 
and although the Biſhops in their Viſitations 
cenſured the Practice, and declared that the Ru- 
brick inferred no ſuch Latitude ; yet the Practice 


could not be totally aboliſhed, before the Rubrick 


it ſelf was altered. This was firſt done by the 
command of King James in 1604, and afterwards 
with ſome {mall Variation by Authority of Con- 
vocation in 1661, ſince which time there are 


few or no Inſtances to be met with of Baptiſm 


adminiſtred even in the greateſt Extremities, by 


_— 
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* See, Colliers Hiſtory, vol. 2. p. 352. | 
| See The Hampton-Court Conference. 
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any other Lay-Perfons, than ſuch as have pre- 
tended themſelves, and were ſuppoſed by thoſe 
that employed them, to be really {ent and com- 
miſſioned to Baptize in any Caſe whatfoeyer, 
By the. Rubrick thus changed, it is now or- 
dered; that When Neceſſity compels that 
_< Baptiſm ſhould be adminiſtred privately, the 
„Office ſhall be performed by the Miniſter of, 
„the Pariſh, or in his Abſence, by any other 
4 lawful Miniſter that can be procured [by a 
“ lawful. Minzſter our Church means one in epiſ- 
% gopal Orders. ] But ſuppoſe no ſuch lawful Mi- 
niſter can be met with? What then? Why then 
our Church ſuffers ſuch a Child to die unbaptized, 
nay, ſhe altered her Rubrick on purpoſe to pre- 
vent its being baptized by any other. and yet 
ſhe has more then once . that Baptiſm 
where it may be had, is neceſſary to Salvation. 
with what Face then can it be pretended that this 
very Church looks upon Baptiſin miniſtred by 
other Hands to be eyfectual? If this was really 
her Judgment, how cruel and uncharitable muſt 
ſhe be ſuppoſed to be in not ordering or exhorting 
or at leaſt permitting the Parent of the Child, 
or any other Perſon there preſent to perform this 
_ Chriſtian, this neceſſary Office, in a Caſe of ſuch 
Exigence? If none can enter into the Kingdom 
of God except he be baptized, if they which 
are baptized, dying before they commit actual 
Sin are undoubtedly ſaved, both which we are 
tauglit by our Church to ſay, then moſt certainly 
it is far better to receive Baptiſm from any 
Fand, if any Hand could give it, than to die 
without the unſpeakable Advantage of it. and 
yet this Favour ſo eaſy to be rl ſo infi- 
nitely beneficial, is peremptorily denied to the 
3 e 
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Poor helpleſs Infant even in the Hour of Death? 
What {hall we ſay to theſe Things? indeed we 
can ſay nothing, but either that the Matter of 
Fact is falſe, and that our Church does not con- 
Fine the Miniſtration of Baptiſm to epiſcopal 
Miniſters only; or that in making this Reſtricti- 
on ſhe is guilty of the moſt intolerable Tyranny, 
ol an unheard of, and far worſe than Pop/ Cruel- 
ty; or elle laſtly, that ſhe knows that Baptiſm. 
adminiſtred by any other would do the Infant 
no Service, and only involve its pretended 
Baptizer in the heinous Guilt of ſacrilegiouſſy 


invading the ſacerdotal Office. the firſt is what 


no one can affirm without contradicting the 
plain Words of the Rubrick, and betraying bis 
Ignorance of the Reaſon for which it was made. 
the ſecond is ſuch a Reflection upon the Church, 
that whoever thinks it true, can hardly think it 
Worth while to diſpute about her Judgment in 

any Point. the third is the Poſition which we 
crow ga and have been endeavouring to make + 
It would be but loſt Labour to proceed any 
further upon this Argument; for if that which 
I have already ſaid, is not thought a ſufficient 
Proof of the Judgment of the Church of England 
in the Caſe of Lay-Baptiſm, I freely grant I 
know of nothing that will be thought ſo. This 
Church has declared that Baptiſm is neceſlary 
to Salvation, has allowed none to adminiſter it 
but a lawful Miniſter, has determined that none 

is a lawful Miniſter but one that has been epiſ- 
copally ordained, and has ordered that in the 
| Abſence of ſuch a Miniſter it ſhall not be ad- 
miniſtred at all, no not even at the Point of 
Death. and what can we deſire more or plainer 


than „ 9 
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than this? Men may make Premiſes if they will, 
but Conſequences make themſelves. if Baptiſm be 
neceſſary to Salvation, but not neceſſary from a 
Hand that is not lawful, and a Lay-hand be not a 
lawful Hand, then Lay-Baptiſm is not the Baptiſm 
that is neceſſary to Salvation, it muſt therefore be 
bad from a Hand that is lawful. conſequently thoſe 
Perſons who have been pretendedly baptized by 
a Lay-hand, i. e. in the Judgment of our Church 
by one not in epiſcopal Orders, muſt, if they 
regard the Judgment of that Church whereof they 


are, or ought to be Members, apply themſelves . 


to one whom ſhe eſteems to be a lawful Miniſter, 
in order from him to receive that Sacrament it 
ſelf, of which they only received the outward = 
Sinn or Femme. 
It will be in vain to reply that the Church 

has made no Declaration of the Invalidity of 
Lay-Baptiſm, nor has given any order that they 
that have received ſuch Baptiſm ſhall be re- 


| baptized by a lawful Miniſter &, there was no 


need or occaſion that ihe ſhould do either of 
theſe Things, formally and expreſsly, in ſo many 
Words; ſeeing ſhe has done them both in effect 
by plain and undeniable Inference. our Church 
ſuppoſes that her Members are Men of com- 
mon Senſe, and common Senſe will abundant- 
ly mms to ſhew them her Judgment in the 
VVV 1 
But further the Church of England delivers 
berſelf in the very ſame and no other Terms 
concerning the Lay-Adminiſtration of the other 


— 


See, Judgment of the Church of England in Caſe of 5 
Lay-Baptiſm. )%ͤͤ 86 1 
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Sacrament than ſhe does of this, viz, that it is 
ſinful and unwarrantable and by no means to be 
ſuffered. as ſhe does not expreſsly ſay of I 
conferred, ſo neither does ſhe of the Euchariſt 
conſecrated, by a Perſon unordained that it 1s 
invalid; nor under that Pretence gives any ex- 
preſs Order for the Repetition of the latter, any 
more than of the former. If therefore the want 
of an explicit Declaration and Order in the Caſe 
of Baptiſms adminiſtred by Laymen, is an Ar- 
gument of her Judgment in Favour of the Va- 
lidity of ſuch 58 br then it muſt be likewiſe 
ſuppoſed that her Judgment is equally favourable 


in the Caſe of the other Sacrament adminiſtred 
by the ſame Perſons. but this is what our Adver- 


ſaries durſt not affirm. they frankly acknowledge 
that all other Miniſtrations | except Baptiſm] of 


Lay- men or pretended Miniſters are invalid. very 


remarkable to this purpoſe are the Words of 
Biſhop Fleetwood in the Bock before cited. Abun- 
dance of People, I doubt, are eaſily led to 
de think their | diſſenting Teachers] Baptiſms 
* to be invalid, becauſe, they think, if their 
© Baptiſms be allowed the Reſt of their miniſte- 
rial Performances muſt be alſo valid. but this 
was held to be no Conſequence by the antient 
©. Church of Chriſt, nor is it a Conſequence held 
* by the Church of England. Tis Baptiſm alone, 
s that is not invalidated and made null, though 
* conferred by an unlawſul Miniſter or a mere 
LI rr 
But to have done with this Plea all at once, 
the Church of England, it ſeems has not formally 


declared the Invalidity of Lay-Baptiſin; nor ex- 


preſsly ordered a Rebaptization where it has 
been adminiſtred; and therefore it is preſently 
)) 8 concluded 
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concluded that ſhe allows the Validity thereof, 
and diſcountenances a Rebaptization where it 
bas been adminiſtred. let us try now how the 
Argument will hold on the other Side. the Church 
of England has not any where formally declared 
the Validity of Lay-Baptiſm, nor expreſsly for- 
bidden a Rebaptization where it has been ad- 
miniſtred, therefore it may be as fairly conclud- 
ed that ſhe denies the Validity thereof, and en- 
courages a Rebaptization where it has been admi- 
niſtred. here we ſee are two contrary Concluſions 
concerning the judgment of the Church and both 
drawn from the ſame Topick, viz. her Silence, 
Which ſurely ſhews plainly enough, how deceit- 
ful and precarious, how unuſeful and inſufficient 
ſuch a way of Reaſoning is to determine the 
Matter in diſpute on either Side. but however 
if our Adverſaries will argue in this Manner, 
and inſiſt upon it as a proper and ſufficient Rule 
to try the Controverſy by; the Cauſe muſt be 
decided againſt them without any more to do. 
in as much as the Church had but little Need or 
| Reaſon, either to make a formal Declaration of 
the Invalidity of that Baptiſm which ſhe has de- 
clared in ſo many Words to be unlawful; or to 
give an expreſs Order to have thoſe Perſons 
repabtized who ſhe has peremptorily determined 
are baptized by ſuch as have u Authority or 
Commiſion to baptize even in the greateſt Ex- 
tremities. whereas now on the contrary, if ſhe 
does really hold thoſe Baptiſms to be valid, 
which ſhe has poſitively judged to be unlamful 
and would not have them rebaptized by an au- 
'f| thorized Miniſter, who in her profeſſed Opinion 
| Have been hitherto only baptized by one who 
had no Authority to * it might nn 1 
ee e 
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and naturally enough have been expected, that 
ſhe ſhould ſome where or other have made a 
formal and explicit Declaration of this her Judg- 
ment and Intention in the caſe, in order to pre- 
vent the juſt Scruples of ſuch of her Members 
as might chance to be thus unlawfully baptized, 
and to reſtrain her Miniſters from preſuming to 
. rebaptize them; both which for want of ſuch a 
Declaration has ſometimes happened already and 
may often happen again. Another thing that 
is ſometimes inſiſted on to prove the Judgment 
of our Church to be in favour of Lay-Baptiſm 
3s this; that when the Child who has been before 
Privately baptized, is brought to Church in or- 
der to have the reſt of the Ceremonies and Service 
compleated, the Miniſter is directed to ask firſt, 
by whom, and ſecondly, before whom that Child 
had been baptized, and then becauſe (as he is 
directed then to ſay) ſome things il to this 
* Sacrament may happen to be omitted through fear 
or haſte in ſuch times of Extremity, he is to de- 
„ mand further, with what Matter and what 
Mord this Child had been baptized”, The 
Inſertion of which Clauſe, doth, as ſome think, 
intimate, that the Matter and Vords are the 
only Eſſentials of this dacrament, and that the 
Adminiſtrator of it is no more an Eſſential, than 
, ED 


* 


(c 


* 


The anſwer to all this is very obvious and 
eaſy; our Church ſuppoſes, that the Child who 
is brought to Church has been actually baptized 
by alawful Miniſter as appears not only from the = 


— 


* See, Judgment of the Church of England in Caſe of 
Lay-Baptiſm, Part 1. p. 20. | i 
. „ e  Rubrick 
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Rubrick above-mentioned, but from thoſe which 
preceed theſe Queſtions, wherein it is ordered, 
that“ If the Miniſter of the Pariſh did himſelf 
„ baptize the Child, he is to certify the Congre- 
“ gation of the Form of Baptiſm by him private- 
* 1y before uſed, but if it were baptized by any 
< other lawful Miniſter, then he is to make the 
« Enquiries above recitedꝰ. Whereby it is plainly 
intimated, that if the Child was baptized neither 
by the Miniſter of the Pariſh, nor by any other 
awful Miniſter, then it is not to be brought to 
the Church at all in the Quality of one already 
| baptized, the Inſertion therefore of this Claule 
[of ſome things eſſential to this Sacrament being 
_ poſſibly omitted through fear, or haſte in ſuch times 
of Extremity,| can be no manner of Argument 
of the Judgment of our Church, that the Mini- 
ſter of this Sacrament is not eſſential thereto; 
becauſe it is plainly ſuppoſed that it was done 
by a lawful Miniſter, and that whatever elſe 
might be, yet that he was not omitted through 
fear or haſte. beſides this very Form of Expreſſi- 
on, that ſome things eſſential to the Sacrament 
might be omitted, is a clear Inſinuation that 
ſomething elſe is eſſential beſide what immedi- 
ately follows, which I mappole will be granted 
can be nothing elſe but a-lawful Miniſter, fo that 
this Clauſe inſtead of proving that the Matter 
and Words are the only things effential to this 
| Sacrament does indeed more than intimate the 
direct contrary. It will no doubt be ſtill further 
urged, that in the laſt Rubrick in this Office, 
wherein Water, and the Form, in the Name of 
the Trinity are ſaid to be eflential Parts of 
Baptiſm, there is no mention at all made of the 
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Miniſter, which ſeems to imply that be is not fo 
eſſential as the other two *. 5 
This Objection has been obviated already, viz. 
that the Baptiſm to be enquired into, in what- 
ever manner it was performed, is ſuppoſed to 
have been performed by a lawful Minſter. and 
therefore all that the Church can mean to declare 
is, that notwithſtanding it was a lawful Minifter, 
that was employed therein, yet if he did not, 
or it cannot be made appear that he did, make 
uſe both of the lawſaul Matter and of the lawful 
Form, it muſt go for nothing; becauſe theſe are 
eſſential parts of Baptiſm, and conſequently when 
either of them is omitted or altered, there can be 
no Baptiſm at all let it be adminiſtred by whom 
it would. but then the Church is far from decla- 
ring, that whoever adminiſters theſe eſſential 
parts of Baptiſm does likewiſe adminiſter the 
Sacrament of Baptiſm. nay, as I have proved, 
ſhe has virtually declared on the contrary, that 
the Vocation of the Miniſter is eſſential to the. 
valid Adminiſtration of theſe eſſential Parts. 
the Matter and the Words are, its ſaid, in the 
Judgment of the Church of England eſſential Parts. 
very true. nay, if you'll believe her Catechiſm 
they are the only eſſential Parts. but of what? 
Why, of the outward Sign or Form in Baptiſm. 
and conſequently acgording to her, whoever bap- 
tizes with Water in the Name of the Trinity, 
__ does by that very act adminiſter the. outward 
Sign or Form in Baptiſm. but the outward Sigg 
or Form in Baptiſm, is not the Sacrament it ſelf, 


71 


1 Sec Judgment of the Church of England in Caſe of 
Lay-Baptiſm, part 1. p. 22. ; N | 
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for a Sacrament conſiſts of two Parts, whereof the 
outward Sign is only one and ſuch an one as is 
ol no value at all but for the ſake of the other. 

I ask therefore whether in the Judgment of the 

Church of England whoever confers the bare Sym- 


bols which are the outward Part of a Sacrament 


does thereby likewiſe convey the thing ſignified 

or repreſented by them which is the iward Part 
of it? In order to ſupport this Argument, the 
Queſtion muſt be anſwered in the affirmative 
but obſerve then what follows, namely, that it 
is the Doctrine of the Church of England, that any 
body whatſoever, not only a Chriſtian Layman, 
but a Woman, a Turk, a Few, or a Pagan may 
_ adminiſter real and valid Sacraments. let this be 
Honeſtly and plainly ſaid, and we ſhall know where- 

abonts we are. It having been thus proved that 
the Articles and Rubricks of the Church of Eng- 

land do conſequentially invalidate all Baptiſms 


miniſtred by Laymen or pretended Miniſters, 


it is exceeding trifling to object on the contrary 
the Writings and Practice of ſome particular 
Members of it, how conſiderable ſoever they may 
otherwiſe be either for their Number or Learn- 
ing X, for theſe Articles and Rubricks were acts 
of Convocation confirmed by the Royal Autho- 
rity, and the Canons denounce an Anathema 

againſt all ſuch as ſhall affirm that the Convo- 
cation lawſully aſſembled is not the true Church 

of Exgland by Repreſentation f. conſequently 
the Doctrine of the true Church of England muſt 
be gathered from the publick acts of Convocation, 


„ 


gee Judgment of the Church of Frelend, p. 15, wed © 
Appendix. | See Canon 163) . a 
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and not from the private Opinions or Actions of 


{ome particular Men. and if therefore theſe do 


in their plain and natural Senſe expreſsly de- 
clare that none but epiſcopally ordained Mini- 
ſters have any Commiſſion or Authority to bap- 


tize, if they purpoſely and avowedly reſtrain 


all others even in the greateſt Extremities from 
performing this Office, and if they do thereby 
plainly inter, that Baptiſm adminiſtred by any 
others but them, would be ineffectual for the 
- Purpoſes for which this Sacrament was inſtituted ; = 
then the Judgment of the Church of England is, 


that ſuch a Baptiſm is null and invalid whatever 
is the Opinion or Practice of any or all of her 


here is indeed one Argument upon this head, 


to which it may be expected, that I ſhould give 

a more particular Anſwer, as being what ſeems 

to carry the greateſt weight with it, and has ac 
_ cordingly been the moſt frequently and earneſtly 
_ inſiſted upon, and that is the Practice of the Bi- 

ſhops immediately after the Reſtoration in con- 
fiming all Perſons indifferently without Ex- 
ception, although there muſt needs have been 
many thouſands among them, who could have 


received no other Baptiſm but from the hands 


of unepiſcopal, i. e. unordained Miniſters, i. e. 
of mere Laymen. 1 


This is that famous Argument, whereby as it 


is well known ſome great Men of our Church 
have puzzled and confounded both themſelves and 

their Followers for theſe thirty or forty Years. 
| paſt. But now ſuppoſing, and taking it for 
granted, that the Matter of Fact is true; that all 
and every one of theſe Biſhops did lay their 

hands upon all Perſons indifferently offering them- 


ſelves. 
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ſelves for Confirmation, without any Conſidera- 
tion had, or previous Enquiry made concerning 
the Authority of their Baptizers. yet this is no 
good Argument of the Opinion even of theſe 
| Biſhops, much lels is it ſo ot the Fudgment of 
the Church of England, that thoſe who had been 
„„ were nevertheleſs validly bap- 
Firſt, I ſay, it can by no means be fairly con · 
_ cluded from theſe Confirmat ions; that it was the 
Opinion of the confirming Biſhops, that thoſe Per- 
ſons who had been baptized only by Lay-hands, 
or which comes to the ſame thing, by Presbyte- 

rian or Independent Miniſters had received a valid 
777% ̃ ᷣ ᷣ ᷣ / gr TT Ig 
I. It does not appear that many more lay- 
baptized Perſons were confirmed at the epiſcopal 
Viſitations held at that time; than what are 
ulually confirmed upon the ſame Occaſions now , 
a-days; and that for this plain Reaſon, becaule 
there could not be many more lay-baptized 
Perſons offering themſelves for Confirmation at 
any epiſcopal Viſitation held at that time, than 
what may be fairly ſuppoſed at every epiſcopal _ 
Viſitation held at any time fince. for though 
great Numbers of the parochial Clergy were 
turned out of their Benefices during the Uſur- 
ation, yet ſeveral of them kept their Benefices 
pPy conforming to the times, and even thoſe Mini- 
ſters who were ejected ſtill continued to exerciſe 
their ſpiritual Functions, whenever they were 
called upon, and made no ſcruple of baptizing 
the Children of ſuch Parents as retained their 
Affection for the old Church of England. and al- 


moſt all the Miniſters who ſuceeded in their 


Places had formerly been themſelves eprſcopally 
. „„ id: | © 
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ordained, upon which accounts I believe it will 
be hard to prove that there were many if any 
more Perſons at the time of the Re-eſtabl;ſhment _ 
of the Church who had been baptized by Lay- 
Teachers than what are to be found at this 
Day. and it fo then this formidable Argument 
drops all at once. it being urqueſtionable Mat- 
ter of Fact that ſeveral Biſhops ſince the Reſto- 


ration, who have publickly declared for the In- 


validity of ſuch Baptiſms, or were well known 
to have held this Opinion, have notwithſtanding. 
in their Viſitations confirmed all Perſons indiffe- 
rently, without making any Enquiry concerning 
the Authority and Qualification of their Bapti- 


 zers; although it is more than probable that ſeve- 


ral of thoſe People might have received no other 
Baptiſm than what had been miniſtred to them 
by the hands of Diſlenting Teachers not epiſco- 
pally ordained, and yet no Man of Senſe did 
_ ever conſtrue ſuch their promiſcuous Confirmati- 
ons as an Argument, much leſs as a Declaration 
of their Opinion of the Validity of Diſſenters Bap- 
tilms. the Truth of it is, there is a very good 
Reaſon why our Biſhops ſhould not make a par- 
ticular Enquiry concerning the Baptiſms of thoſe 
People who are offered to them for Confirmati- 
on. becauſe they ought in Charity to preſume, 
that the Miniſters of their reſpective Pariſhes 
will preſent none to be confirmed but what 
have received Baptiſm before from epiſcopally or- 
dained Hands; inaſmuch as that Church whoſe 
Declarations theſe Miniſters have profeſſed to 
believe, and whoſe Directions they have pro- 
miſed to obey, has given a Direction that none 
ſhall be confirmed but who have been baptized, 
and has made a Declaration, that none are 15 . 


by 
- 
3 


fully baptized but who have received their Bap- 
tiſm from an epiſcopal Miniſter. But 


2. Suppoſing it is true, as it is pretended, 
that our Biſhops ſoon after the Reſtauration con- 
firmed great Numbers of thoſe, whom they knew 


had been baptized by no other than Presbyterian 


or Independent, or ſome other Sort of ſchiſmati- 
cal unordained Teachers, yet their ſo doing can 
be no ſubſtantial Proof, that they eſteemed ſuch 
Perſons as validly baptized, becauſe they might 


be more willing and ready to confirm them up- 
on this very account that they did not think 


them validly baptized before. For there are 


ſome learned Men who own that ſuch Baptiſins 


* are not valid before Confirmation but contend 
4 that they are made valid by Confirmation, This 

© can be proved to be the Foundation on which 

Confirmation hath been given to Perſons fa 

_ © baptized; and our Ad verſaries would do well 
** to conſider, whether thoſe Biſhops they ſpeak 
of did not confirm upon the ſame Foundation 

© before they ſo poſitively aſſert, that by their 
« confirming ſuch Perſons, they allowed their 
« Baptiſms to be valid before. for if it is true 
that ſome act upon this Foundation, others 
may have done ſo likewiſe”. I own I do not 
lay any great ſtreſs upon this Argument; be- 
cauſe I have a better Opinion of thoſe Biſhops, 
than to ſuſpe& they would act upon fo falſe, at 
leaſt ſo doubtful a Principle. but as it may have 


its weight with ſome, and is certainly a ſuffi- 


cient Anſwer to thoſe in particular, who 1 1 
did not think it proper to paſs it wholly by, 
and have therefore given it in the very W * 3 


and deſend the Truth of the Principle it 
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fore their Confirming thoſe who had been only 
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of its Author, without pretending to enforce or 
eat TERS | 4 
3. It is very probable the Biſhops at that tine 
did, its very certain they might ſuſpect, that 
ſeveral Perſons were brought to them to be con- 
firmed who in the preceeding Days of Confuſion 
and Licentiouſneſs had never received any Bap- 
tiſm at all, eſpecially ſome who had been bred 
up among the Quakers and Anabaptiſts. it there- 
lay baptized is a Proof. of their Opinion of tile 
Palidity of Lay Baptiſm ;, then their confirming of 
thole who were altogether unbaptixed, is alſo a 


Proof of their Opinion of the No- neceſity of Bap- 5 


tiſm. And if fo; then ſnrely weak muſt be the 
Authority of the Opinion of ſuch Biſhops. = 
But however let all theſe Things be as they 
will; ſuppoſing at the epiſcopal Viſitations held 
| ſoon after the Reſtauration, all Perfons indiffe · 
rently were confirmed by the Biſhops, ſuppoling 
that preat Numbers of theſe Perſons had been 
baptized by Laymen and ſuch as were not in epiſ- 


. copal Orders, ſuppoſing further that the Biſhops | 


_ confirming them all without Exception, did, in 
Jo doing, put all their Baptiſms upon an equal 
Poot, and that this was equivalent to an expreſs 
Declaration of their Opinion, that Lay-Baptiſm 


was of the ſame Validity with epiſcopal Baptiſm. 


yet I affirm in the ſecond Place, 
2. That the private Opinion of theſe Biſhops 
ought by no means to be palmed upon us for 
the Judgment of the Church of England in the 
Caſe. the private Opinion of thoſe Biſhops is in 
Truth no more an Argument that the Juen = 
of the Church of England was in Favour of Lay. 
Baptiſm at that time, than a Suppoſition of our 
3 8 preſent 
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preſent Biſhops being Arians, Papaſts, or Eraſtians, 
would be an Argument that the Judgment of the 

Church of England is in favour of Arianiſm, Po- 
pery, or HFraſliauiſn, at this time. for agrecably 
to what hath been already obferved, it is a re- © 
cerved Maxim, and conſented to by all rational 
Men, That particular Practices or Opinions are no 
Proof of publick Principles. the Judgment of any 
Church many controverted Point can never be 
0 fairly gathered from the Writings or Actions 
of ſome particular Members of it, as from her 
ſtanding Rules, Articles, and Canons; and if 
any Biſhop or Number of Biſhops acting in their 
private and ſingle Capacities ſhould in the moſt 
expreſs Manner imaginable declare their particular 
Opinion in ſuch a Point, it could by no Means 
be concluded that their Opinion was the judg- 
ment of their Church in the Caſe unleſs it con- 
_ eurred with (and therefore much leſs if it were 
contradicted by) her publick Rules and Determi- 
nations. As to the Church of England, it is cer- 
tain, and we are bound under the Pain of Ex- 
communication to believe, that not any, or all 
of her Clergy ſeparately, but thoſe only who are 
aſſembled in Convocation are repreſentative of ber. 
and that nothing is to be deemed as a Declara- 
tion of her Doctrine but what has been agreed to, 
and paſſed by them. To know therefore her 
Judgment in any thing we muſt go to her eſta - 
dliſned Rubricks, Articles, and Canons. As 
theſe pablick Acts are to be the Standard of her 
Doctrine and Diſcipline for ſucceeding Ages, 
they muſt be interpreted in their plain and ob- 
vious Senſe, without any regard to, or Conſide- 
ration had of the private Opinion of any of her 
Members, no not even of thoſe very Men who 
N . were 
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were concerned in the framing them; and what- 
ever is expreſsly declared in them, or can be 
juſtly deduced from them, muſt be judged to 
be, and whatever is otherwiſe, muſt be judged 
not to be the Doctrine and Practice of this 
Church. To what Purpoſe then is it to object 
the Practice of the Biſhops at the Reſtoration to the 
Caſe now in diſpute, if Lay-Baptiſm is agree- 
able to theſe publick Acts of the Church, then 
the Doctrine of the Church is for the Validity of 
 Lay-Baptiſm, let thoſe Biſhops have acted how 
they would to the contrary. but it Lay-Baptiſm _ 
Is diſagreeable to theſe publick Acts, then the 
Doctrine of the Church is, and as long as they 
remain unaltered will ever continue to be for 
thoſe Bilhops did or whatever, they thought can 


- 


never make it otherwiſe. . 


And indeed it we go by any other Rule we 
Mall run our ſelves into great Abſurdities and 
maniſeſt Contradictions, for inſtance, it is certain 

Matter of Fact, that not only all the Biſhops, 

but the whole Body of the Clergy at that time 

were unanimouſly agreed, That the King was not 
to be reſiſted upon any FPretcace vhatſoever; nay, 
and what's more, that tlüs Poſition was the ex- 
preſs Doctrine, the peculiar and diſtinguiſhing 
Bear of the Church of England. now the Ar- 
gument we are confuting.goes upon a Suppoſiti- 
on that the Doctrine ot our Church is now the 
lame and no other than it was in that Age, as 
having ſince that time received no publick Alte- 
ration. and yet that paſſive Obedience and Non- 
reſiſtance ſhould be thought the Doctrine of the 
Church, has been long ſince exploded as a very 
great Abſurdity. again; if the Opinion ef ſome 
e ot Meet '® e 


Judgnient of the Church ot Exgland is in favour 


ot the Validity of Lay-Baptiſm, then the Opinion 
of many other Biſhops, and moſt of the Clergy 


ſince that time (Men as wiſe and as good as they) 
is a Proof of the judgment of the Church of 

England being in favour of the Inwalidity of Lay- 
- Baptiſm. and if ſo; then the Judgment of the 
Church of England is, and is not tor: the ſaine 


thing at the ſame time; which, I preſume, is a 


plain Contradiction. 


Io conclude this Head. in this Controverſy _ 
Concerning the Judgment of the Church of Eng- 
land as to Diſſenters Baptiſms, it muſt be agreed 
on both Sides, that the Doctrine of our Church is 
conſiſtent with it ſelf, for otherwiſe the Diſpute 
would be trifling as well as endleſs. ancther 
thing that muſt be ſuppoſed, and taken for gran- 
ted, 1s, that our diſſenting Teachers are (at leaſt 


generally ſpeaking) but mere Laymen; for other- 
wiſe there would be no Ground or Occaſion for 


any Diſpute at all about the Matter. Theſe 
Points being ſettled, and agreed upon, we ſhall 


find, that after all that has been or can be ſaid 


either on one Side or the other, the whole Debate 
muſt at laſt be reſol ved into this one ſhort Que- 


ſtion, viz. 


cc 
cc 
cc 


„ Chriſt to baptize?* _ 


we aſcribe to the Baptiſms performed even by 
e e Gon be tor acz "hs 
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certain Biſhops in that Age is a Proof that the _. 


„Whether it is any where declared either 
in the Articles, Liturgy, Homilies, or Conſti- 
< tutions of the Church of England, that Lay- 

* men have an Authority or Commiſſion from 


If this Queſtion can be truly anſwered in the 
affirmative, then our Adverſaries muſt carry 
their Cauſe; inaſmuch as all the Validity which 


* I ,,,, , —— * 
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i the Clergy, depends wholly upon that Anthority 
and Commiſton, which they have received from 
| Chriſt. but 1c this Queſtion is anſwered in the 
negative, then for the very ſame Reaſon the 
 Cavie muſt be :decided ſer /-. 
Now that the Church of England has no where 
declared, that Laymen have an Authority or 
Commiflion trom Chriſt to baptize is plain not 
only from what has been already obſerved, butt 
from her publick Offices of Ordination, wherein it 
is as well expreſsly affirmed asall along ſuppoled, 
that there is a particular Order of Men appointed 
by Chriſt to convey and delegate this his Commiſ- 
ſion and Authority toothers. for from hence it may 
be undeniably interred, that, in her Opinion, Lay- 
men, i. e. Perſons not ordained have not already 
this Commiſhon and Authority; for it they have, 
then they muſt have it immediately from Chriſt; 
. and it fo, then they have no need to have Re- 
| courſe to theſe, or any other Hands to obtain it. 
| Seeing therefore that the Church of England 
. has no where declared that Laymen have, but u- 
= on ſome Occaſions has declared they have not, 
= an Authority or Commiſhon from Chrift to bap- 
tize; it neceſſarily follows that her Doctrine is 
againſt the Validity of Lay- Baptiſin. for I ſup- 
poſe it will be readily granted, that, if Chriſt 


= had never given any Commiſſion at all for bap- 
| tizivg, then no Baptiſm performed by any Body 
= would have been valid; but, it appears to be 


the Doctrine of the Church of England, that 
 Laymen have not this Commiſſion of Chriſt to 
baptize; therefore in her judgment, their Act in 
this Reſpect, being done without his Commithon, 
has no other Vertue or Efficacy than it would 
have had, in Caſe he had never given any Com- 
1 hv donate ales RE 
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miſſion at all for baptizing, i. e. it is altogether 
invalid and ineffetualz it is a perfect Nullity, 


and obliges Chriſt to nothing. 


Now if this is a Proof that the Doctrine of 


our Church invalidates Lay-Baptiſin, then a 
hundred Quibbles or Declamations to the con- 
trary avail nothing; for her Doctrine muſt, as 
I ſaid, be ſuppoſed confiftent with it ſelf, or elſe 

it would not be worth while to diſpute about it. 
 . Whoever thinks that this is not a Proof of the 


udgment of our Church in the Caſe, muſt be in- 
uced to think ſo upon one or other of theſe two 


Accounts; either, that Men could validly baptize, 
although Chriſt had given 10 Commiſion at all, 
to this Purpoſe; or elſe, that, becauſe ſome Men 
can validly baptize who have this Commiſſion, 

therefore others can do it as effectually who have 
Neither of theſe Poſitions can be maintained, 
without ſuppoſing, what in Truth all the De- 
fenders of Lay-Baptiſm muſt ſuppoſe, though 

they dare not aſſert; namely, that the sI AI- 


ruaLl Effects of Chriſtian Baptiſm are NatTuURAL, 
or that the mere Ad of Bapti}m operates like a 


| Charm, 
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Thus 1 have gone through with the Work 1 
undertook to perform, and have proved that Lay- 


Baptiſm is invalid by the Doctrine of Scripture, of 


(Atholick Autiquity, and of the Church of England, 
and if now indeed as I perſwade my lelf this is 
Matter of Fact and the real Truth of the Caſe; 
what is the Reaſon that this Truth muſt be fo 

_ carefully ſuppreſled ? eu becauſe the Doctrine 


1s 


® 
74 The Inoalidity of Lay-Baptiſm. : 
is of a light and trivial Nature, and affects the 
Condition of no one whether it be true or falſe? 
This indeed would be a plauſible Reaſon for ſuch 
a a manner of proceeding. but this it ſeems is not 
the Reaſon. no, the Caſe is quite otherwiſe. the 


Doctrine is of too great Importance to be pub 


liſhed, and great Numbers of Men are ſo deeply 
concerned in the Conſequences of it, that it muſt 
not be believed. It unchurches, it's ſaid, the Kirk 
ol Scotland, all our diſſenting Brethren at Home, 


and moſt of the Proteſtant Churches Abroad, 


and therefore the Principle cannot be good, as 
being attended with a Conſequence fo evil. but 


does not the Doctrine of the Invalidity of Presby. 


terian Ordination do the very ſame Thing? It 
where there are no Biſhops, there are no Prieſts, 
aud if (as is univerſally acknowledged) where 


there are no Prieſts there is no Church, then thne 


Proteſtant Churches, either here, or elſewhere, 
that are deſtitute of Biſhops are in reality o 
Churches, however they may be improperly dig 
nified with that Title. but does the Order of Bi- 
ſhops ceaſe to be a divine Inſtitution merely upon 
t is Account, and muſt the Neceſſity of epiſcopal 
Ordination be given up purely to compliment 
thoſe who have wiltully abandoned it and pre- 


TFT 
tutions of- the Goſpel do not become unneceſſary, 


| becauſe great Numbers are involved in the Mi, 
chiets which would otherwiſe attend a Diſobedi- 


ence to them, nor is a Doctrine ever the leſs true, 


although it were the Intereſt of the whole World 
to have it talſe. if theſe Doctrines are really 
Dounded upon the divine Law, then indeed it is 
plain and certain Matter of Fact, that all thoſe 
Perus! have been now ſpeaking of are 3 
23 VVV 
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ally unchurched. And this is indeed a very great ©, © 
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Miſchief, But then they only muſt anſwer for 
it, who have been themſelves the Occaſions of it. 


It is not the divine Inflitutzons that unchurches. 
them, but their own wilful Diſobediencs to theme 
And theſe Doarines are not falſe, becauſe they 
are unchurched, but they are unchurched becauſe 183 


theſe Doctrines are true. 


IA ſhall conclude the whole with this Obſervas 
tion. that however favourably we may hope f 
the Condition of thoſe who are only baptized by 
Laymen, or however ſuch Baptiſms may be aus. 
ally accepted by Chriſt; yet fo much at leaſt. 
muſt needs be granted, that we cannot be ſo cer» 
Lain that theſe Baptiſms are effectual and avail. 
ing, as we may be that thoſe other Baptiſms are 
which are performed by his own inſtituted Mini- 
ſters. The Baptiſms adminiſtred by them, whom 
he himſelf hath appointed to that Office, we are 
- abſolutely ſure he will acknowledge for his, be- 
_ cauſe he has actually promiſed that he will do 
ſo. but as to what are adminiſtred in his Name 


by thoſe, whom he has not appointed to act in 


= ſtead, it is impoſſible we ſhould ever have 


any well-grounded Aſſurance of their being re- 


garded by him. becauſe, let the Circumſtances = 
5 |, he has no where promiſed to 

_ ratify and confirm them. notwithſtanding there- _ 
fore the Arguments, that are 1 to prove the 


be what they will, 


Invalidity of thoſe Baptiſms, ſhould not be judged 


to be unexceptionable and deciſive : yet ſtill if 
it be but allowed, that we cannot be at the 
ſame certainty about theſe, as we are abont the 
S thers, it will really in effect come to much the 
ſame thing. For then the Conſequence (and 
which is the only Conſequence that we ſhowd _ 
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"8 July aſſured of His being in the Nalin ay of 
AO tion, orf bis having been entered inta 


heen in Caſe his Baptiſm had be 
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wt had proved:it) will be, that a Ferlon © h 
_ received. no other than Lay-Baptiſm is not Jo 


actual Covenant with God, as he might have 
| — 
that therefore .. 


him by one dul) Fidatied: and 


: -B order to rid himſelf of this cer tainti; he gbr 


(and if he has any concern for his n Ma”. 
welfare He will take care) to be 55 
as poſſible by an 1diſputdbly authoriſed: Miniſter, .. 
at leaſt conditionally, in the ſame,” or ſome fuck © 
the Form as our Church has preſcribed indubjous 
_ * Caſes, fo that, in ſhort, there is real no manner 
. difference x as to Practice, whether the ., 
AHity of Lay. Baptiſm can be proved, or the Nui 

ity of it cannot be proved. either Way it i 
ecome prudemt and conſcientions Man to be 
ap ar a Mig iſter el ee, bee 
. been {6 already, and if on I much as this 

e alloveg, I. il Ire no More as hardlyx 
- thinking it worth while to diſpute about an 
Doctrine, any ſurther than it is to regulate oup 
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